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Abstract

Envy is an unpleasant emotion that results fromegative social comparison,
such as when people become aware of someone pogsassuperior good. A central
component of envy seems to be the desire for tipsr#or fortune. Despite its important
implications, empirical evidence on the psycholagienderpinnings of envious desire
is lacking. Assuming that people are motivated @atol their spontaneous envious
reactions, | predict that envy and envious desiees&rongest when resources to exert
self-control are taxed. To evoke envy, participamése invited to a taste test. Some of
them completed this taste test in the presencéhefr persons who were asked to taste a
more attractive food. In Experiment 1, participamtbo were in the presence of a more
fortunate person assigned to taste chocolate, mere dissatisfied, angrier, and more
envious the more intoxicated they were. This dit hreppen when they were asked to
taste their less attractive chewy candy alone.dpeiment 2, participants envied their
experimental partner, who was assigned to tastattaactive ice cream instead of the
inferior biscuit assigned to them, most intensedger high cognitive load. Furthermore,
they reported a higher willingness to pay for ttee ¢ream than participants in any other
condition. In Experiment 3, participants in an ereyoking experimental condition
were most likely to spontaneously purchase theebgitoduct under high cognitive
load. In Experiment 4, automatic approach behawwards the more attractive food of
the neighboring participant was increased unden bagnitive load. The findings shed
light on the determinants and the consequencesnof en economic judgments and

decisions.
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Deutsche Kurzzusammenfassung

Neid ist eine unangenehme Emotion, die nach ein@gativen sozialen
Vergleich entstehen kann. Als wesentliche Kompaomentird dabei haufig das
Verlangen nach dem Objekt, um das man jemandendstneetrachtet. Obwohl ihm
weit reichende Folgen zugeschrieben werden, siedpdichologischen Grundlagen
neidvollen Verlangens bisher kaum empirisch erforsdénter der Annahme, dass
Menschen motiviert sind, ihre spontanen Neidrealeio zu kontrollieren, sagte ich
vorher, dass Neid und Verlangen dann am starksied, svenn Selbstkontroll-
Ressourcen beeintrachtigt sind. Um Neid auszultsemden Versuchsteilnehmende
gebeten, Geschmackstests durchzufihren. Manchedsefasich dabei in Gegenwart
einer anderen Person, die ein attraktiveres Lebdtetwerkosten durfte. In Experiment
1 waren die Teilnehmenden in Anwesenheit einer Saihokolade besser gestellten
Person dann umso unzufriedener und neidischergje ilkohol sie getrunken hatten,
nicht aber, wenn sie ihr weniger attraktives Kauldmon allein probieren sollten. In
Experiment 2 beneideten sie einen Versuchspaideerin attraktives Eis und nicht die
ihnen zugeteilten Kekse probieren sollte, vor allann, wenn sie kognitiv beansprucht
waren. Zudem gaben sie die gro3te Zahlungsberaitstilr das bevorzugte Eis an. In
Experiment 3 war es unter gleichen Umstédnden anrsehhinlichsten, dass sie das
bessere Produkt spontan kauften. Schlie3lich waExperiment 4 automatisches
Annaherungsverhalten in Bezug auf das attraktivieebensmittel bei kognitiver
Beanspruchung am grof3ten, ohne kognitive Beanspngchber eher verringert. Die
Ergebnisse beleuchten die Entstehungsbedingungkdierrt der Folgen, die Neid fur

Urteile und Verhalten hat.

vii
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Introduction and Theoretical Background

Becoming aware of someone who possesses sometlatigr kand more
desirable must be an experience that everyone knbarsexample, | admit having
suffered the following situation more than oncam visiting a restaurant to have dinner
with family or friends. After contemplating the @resting options of the menu for some
time, | choose the one that seems best to me. Hawence the dishes arrive,
disappointment strikes. The food of my neighbokk®eo much more delicious! | want

it badly. If only | could change my decision!

The present thesis deals with envy-evoking situatitke these and the envious
desire that is instigated in them. Of course, etleyugh it might be detrimental to
dinner enjoyment, even the most serious case dféerenvy” is unlikely to have grave
consequences and may be easily coped with. Howewvether situations, being aware
of someone who is better off and the ensuing ematiaeaction might change
subsequent decisions and behavior drastically. \Wipatople are about to decide which
vacation to book, which apartment to rent, or whaar to buy, and happen to be
reminded that a colleague is better off than whay tvere aiming for? Will they choose
a fancier hotel for their vacation, rent a morecgpas apartment, or be willing to buy a

more expensive car because of the envy they migigreence?

Throughout history, numerous scholars have argued being aware of
someone with a superior good instills the desirelttain this good, and that this is one

of the reasons to believe that envy has vast iategmal, societal, and economic
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consequences (Aristotle, trans. 1929; Foster, 187a&pk, 2000; Girard, 1979, 2001;
Rawls, 1971/1999; Schoeck, 1971). The biblical tecdmmandment “You shall not
covet your neighbor’'s house” warns about the negatnpact of envy. On the other
hand, being motivated by the awareness of othematgr fortunes has also been
assumed to cause socially beneficial striving taimtbetter outcomes (Barnett, 1953;
Corneo & Jeanne, 2001; Rawls, 1971/1999). Despgeimportant implications,

experimental evidence on the psychological undeipgs of envy and envious desire is
lacking. This dissertation seeks to reduce this igoah gap by applying a social

cognitive approach to the investigation of envicesctions.

The basic hypothesis underlying the present rekeatbat becoming aware of a
better-off other person evokes envy, entailing mpulsive striving for the superior
good of the other. As people compare themselvestapeously and without effort,
envious desire should be an automatic reaction eispanse to superior others.
Nonetheless, envy seems unlikely to be an inewtabtcome of such situations. Envy
is a particularly negative emotion. It is painfiilthreatens the positive self-views that
people strive to maintain, and it is an emotiort tithers find very objectionable. That
is why people should be motivated to control arteraheir emotional reaction. In other
words, being faced with a better-off other putspgbean a situation in which they
experience a conflict between their impulses anéiceatrol. Thus, the emotional,
judgmental, and behavioral consequences of a paligrénvy-evoking situation should
be determined by the outcome of this conflict. Efi@re, envy and the envious urge to
acquire the object that is causing it should pilewaen people’s capacity to exert self-

control is constrained.
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Envy and Desire

It is because you focus on the prize

of worldly goods, which every sharing lessens,

that Envy pumps the bellows for your sighs.

—Dante Alighieri, The Divine Comedy (1312/200344.3)

Components of Envy

The question “What is envy?” is not an easy onartswer, as is evidenced by
the lengthy and controversial scholarly debatesialte defining features (for reviews,
see e.g., Leach, 2008; Miceli & Castelfranchi, 20R7H. Smith & Kim, 2007). Some
initial clues may be provided by the relatively &dodefinition of the Merriam-Webster
dictionary (2009), according to which envy is thpaihful or resentful awareness of an
advantage enjoyed by another joined with a desiossess the same advantage.” This
definition of envy is noteworthy in several regarBsst of all, it emphasizes that envy
IS a negative emotional reaction. It feels badacehvious. Furthermore, it implies that
this reaction is the consequence of a social cosgarwith a superior comparison
standard (i.e., we notice someone who possessestisom desirable that we do not
have). The definition also denotes that experien@nvy can entail very different
negative feelings, such as pain or resentment.fiuadly, it highlights that part of envy
is the desire for the superior fortune of anotherspn that one has become aware of.

Particularly the latter point is central to thegeet work.
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Most scholarly analyses concur that envy is a niatieted emotion, a complex
mixture of different experiences that may inclu@gelings such as longing for the
superior fortune, discontent, resentment, anged, slrame about one’s own inferior
status and ill will (Miceli & Castelfranchi, 200R. H. Smith & Kim, 2007). Envy has
to be distinguished from related emotions that ssmetimes confused with it. An
example is jealousy: While envy involves wantingptissess something that one lacks
but another person has, jealousy occurs when @ms fe lose an important relationship
to a rival (Parrott, 2001; Parrott & Smith, 1993; IR Smith, Kim, & Parrott, 1988).
Envy is also different from “righteous” indignatiombout inequality (Rawls,
1971/1999). While being envious has been claimeddiude a subjective feeling that
one’s inferiority is undeserved (Ben-Ze'ev, 200tgsentment proper’ arises when
another person’s advantage results from unfaitrireat, especially when the unfairness
can be determined by agreed on standards. In ebnimgidious resentment arises when
a perceived advantage is painful but objectively l@. H. Smith & Kim, 2007; R. H.
Smith, Parrott, Ozer, & Moniz, 1994). What complesamatters, however, is that an
envious person might strategically seek evidencénjastice in order to rationalize and
legitimize his or her emotional reaction and thasyy might be transmuted into
resentment (R. H. Smith & Kim, 2007). It is alsopiontant to distinguish envy from
admiration. While envy shares some resemblance adthiration in that it is a reaction
to perceiving someone with a superior fortune oroawlishment, admiration is a
pleasant experience. In contrast, envy is frustgafi/an de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters,
2009) and painful (Takahashi et al., 2009). Finatlghall be noted that some theorists

limit the term envy to emotional episodes thatude the malicious ill will to destroy or
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take away the advantage enjoyed by another pefsohwill argue in more detail later
(see Excursus: Malicious and Non-Malicious Envy,9p. | think that there is good
reason to believe that it is warranted and morigféitito define envy in a broader sense,
such that emotional episodes in response to péngesuperior others are covered that

may or may not lead to malicious thoughts and astio

Envious Desire

While the theoretical debate about what constitties necessary elements of
envy and how envy differs from related psycholom@nomena is controversial and
partly inconclusive, it is generally agreed upomatthhe longing for the superior
possessions or characteristics of other people ¢erdral element of envy: “Envy
usually includes an intense longing for what anottes” (Parrott, 2001, p. 311; see also
Leach, 2008; Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2007; R. H. i8Bm& Kim, 2007). Several
empirical studies exploring the experiential comgras of envy support this assertion.
For example, using a scenario approach, Bers anithRb984) asked school children
to imagine the emotional reaction of a child totaeo child which had superior abilities
or superior possessions. The children saw thealasinave what the superior child had
as most central to what the character of the stayld feel. Similarly, when asked to
distinguish a recalled episode of self-experiencdtbng envy from jealousy,
participants of a study by R. H. Smith, Kim, andrrBf (1988) considered the
motivation to improve, feeling wishful, and the ¢png for the superior fortune of the
other as most characteristic of envy. They alsmaated feeling dissatisfied and

inferior with envy. These results were replicatecanother experience-sampling study
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by Parrot and Smith (1993, Exp. 1) without pittiegvy against jealousy. Participants
vividly recalled and then described an episode inictv they felt strong envy.

Subsequently, they rated the extent to which thestof a lengthy list of feelings and
emotional thoughts were descriptive of their exgace. Participants reported the
“longing for what another has” to be most charastier of their experience. Also,

feeling wishful towards the superior fortune of #Hmey person was seen as highly
characteristic. As in R. H. Smith et al.’s (1988)dy, another recurring theme among
participants’ descriptiveness ratings was the gisagment and discontent about not
having what the other has. For example, they reddrustration, unhappiness, and felt
emotional pain. They also expressed having beeetupsgry, and resentful. Thus,
according to empirical investigations of how peoplgperience envy, its most salient
component seems to be the longing for what angbeeson has, accompanied by
feelings of discontent and anger. Based on thesbnfjs, for the present research, I
pragmatically define envy as an unpleasant emdtbowing a social comparison to a
better-off person that entails discontent and arajeut lacking the person’s good

fortune and desiring this fortune (for a similanception, see Leach, 2008).
But what is the specific role that desire playsmvy? Parrot (2001) speculates:

[Envious] longing is brought on by focusing on thesired object or quality, by being
aware of how much it is desired, and by being faistl in this desire both by lacking it

and by knowing that another person has been alples®ess it. (p. 311)

Thus, according to Parrot (2001), the importancéesire in envy is twofold: On the

one hand, desire is a precondition for experieneingy: People feel envious because
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they become aware of someone possessing sometieggwiant themselves. On the
other hand, being envious itself may cause the@dési the object or quality they see
possessed by others: People want something besaumseone else has it. Some
theorists (e.g., Young, 1987) even consider thisa asecessary definitional element.
According to this view, envy occurs to the extdmttsomeone wants somethijugt

becauseanother person possesses it.

The idea that the awareness of others superianferinay instill the desire for
these fortunes is an old one. In fReetorics,Aristotle (trans. 1929) argues that a form
of envy — he called it “emulation” — spurs our mation to gain what the other person
has and to improve ourselves. This is one of theaes why envy is often assumed to
have vast interpersonal, economic, and societabemprences. Girard (1979, 2001)
contends that people are fundamentally influenced/at he called “mimetic desire”:
We want what belongs to our neighbor. To him, thite very foundation of the human
condition, the root of envy, rivalry, social cowtli and ultimately violence (Girard,
2001). Economic consequences of envy have beesssttein what Douglas and
Isherwood (1979) call the “envy theory of needstcading to which consumers’
preferences can often be explained by envy ratteer the intrinsic value of goods. In
line with this view, marketers often aim at cap#izg people’s emotional responses by

trying to evoke envy in consumers (Belk, 2008). i@mtically, Rawls (1971/1999)

! | agree to Miceli and Castelfranchi’s (2007) olife that it would be unwise to rule out cases hick
one already desires and values the good regamiflessval. However, a crucial feature of envy ntigle

that becoming aware of someone else having whatamt evokes and intensifies our desire for it.
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believed that “emulative envy (...) leads us to achierhat others have” (p. 467) and
“(...) moves us to strive in socially beneficial walgg similar things ourselves” (p.
467). Indeed, being motivated by other’'s superatune has been speculated to spur
innovation (Barnett, 1953) and has been relatesttmomic growth (Corneo & Jeanne,
2001). On the other hand, excessive consumption @refspending caused by
perceiving better-off others may also have sevetendental effects on economies and
the environment, such as rising consumer debts, atmurrence of bankruptcy,
pollution, and the depletion of natural resourcésaiik, 2000). A number of
sociologists, anthropologists, and political sdest believe that envy has had and
continues to have a significant impact on cultune societies. For example, Foster
(1972; see also Douglas and Isherwood, 1979) arthumscomplex beliefs, social
norms, and rites have evolved to control envy agftedt the negative consequences of
envious desire. An example is the fear of the “eya”, a belief that according to Foster
(1972) serves to keep people from inciting envegtimers by motivating them to conceal
their fortunes. Further examples involve customshef distribution of wealth, (e.g.,
tipping) or symbolic sharing (e.g., consolatiorzpg). Other authors (e.g., De la Mora,
1987; Schoeck, 1971) even claim that egalitariangg people’s striving for social
equality is grounded in envious desire, causindgonmud effects on societies: According

to Bertrand Russell’s (1930) famous dictum, “ersyhie basis of democracy” (p. 83).

An Evolutionary Account of Envy

Even though some cultural differences in the exgoes of envy exist

(Lindholm, 2008), it seems to be an almost univensanan experience (Foster, 1972;
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Schoeck, 1971). Why is this the case? And why ésdésire to gain another person’s
qualities or possessions so central to envy? Fromevalutionary perspective, it has
been argued that envy is an adaptive emotion &Bluss, 2006, 2008). Presumably, in
human history, reproductive success was determimgdhe relative standing in

comparison to rivals in the social context and mpabsolute success in fithess-related
domains. According to Hill and Buss (2006), thawisy natural selection has favored
the development of a positional bias in human tinigk Individuals should be

motivated by the desire to offset the advantageyexj by superior others and not by
absolute amounts of status and resources. Furtherrttee emotional nature of this

positional bias can be explained by strategic fatence theory (Buss, 1989), which
posits that negative emotions have been evolvesigital that there is an interference
with a behavioral strategy aimed at ensuring adapfitness. According to this

perspective, subjectively negative and upsettingtemal reactions serve to focus
attention to the adaptive problem and motivate éduce the strategic interference.
Hence, envy might be an “emotional adaptation tiet been shaped by selection to
signal strategic interference in the quest for ues® acquisition” (Hill & Buss, 2008, p.

62). Thus, as other emotions, it might have evoligegrepare people to take urgent
action in response to important situational neéagd@, 1986). | hypothesize that the

default action tendency of envy is to try to attéia superior fortune as well.

Excursus: Malicious and Non-Malicious Envy

A distinction that is often discussed prominentlyainalyses of envy concerns

the role of malicious ill will. Envy is often claied to exist in two forms, one, which is
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free of hostility and does not contain any motieatto harm the person who possesses
an advantage, and another one, which is dominagethib desire (e.g., Neu, 1980;
Rawls, 1971/1999; Taylor, 2006). Parrot (2001)dsathis distinction back to Aristotle
(trans. 1929), who wanted to point out the différemnsequences that perceiving the
superior fortunes of others can have, by distifgogs (morally good) emulation from
(morally bad) envy. Aristotle assumed that emutatiootivates people to improve
themselves, while what he called envy motivatepleeto take their superior fortune
away. Later, envy theorists have followed this motby distinguishing “admiring”
(Neu, 1980), “benign” (Rawls, 1971/1999), or “entiva’ (Rawls, 1971/1999; Taylor,
2006) envy from “malicious” (Neu, 1980), “destrweti (Taylor, 2006), or “proper”
(Rawls, 1971/1999) envy. On the basis of this distbn, some authors limit their
definition of envy to emotional experiences thantain malignant elements (e.g.,

Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2007; R. H. Smith & Kim, 8@; Rawls, 1971/1999).

However, as Parrot (2001) notes, these modern ptmeations of envy
depart from Aristotle’s original distinction to senextent and the change of meaning
might sometimes confuse rather than enlighten tiderstanding of envy. For example,
the term “admiring envy” could be misleading be@asen though it does not contain
hostility, the focus of an envious reaction mightdirected primarily at the envy-object
and entalil little admiration for its owner. Thatwhy | follow Parrot’s (2001) preference
for the terms non-malicious versus malicious emmother reason is that the words
“admiring” and “benign” envy carry the connotatiafi a purely positive emotion.
However, the emotion that Aristotle referred to Wigat he described with the word

“emulation” was hedonically clearly negative, asdedined it as the pain caused by
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seeing others possessing goods that people canrincipbe acquire themselves
(Aristotle, trans. 1929). Thus, the original distion is not primarily a psychological
one, but rather one in moral terms. In other wopist of the confusion might stem
from the level of analysis: Morally, malicious, andn-malicious envy are of course
very different. However, this does not imply thaey are not rooted in the same
psychological phenomenon. Thus, to dismiss noneioais envy episodes may obscure

the psychological processes that govern the emeegeihnegative emotional reactions

in response to upward comparisons.

Furthermore, the quantitative literature on howpgte@xperience envy does not
warrant the inclusion of malicious ill will as agessary definitional criterion. If people
are asked to characterize envy experiences, usuoalycious ill will is only moderately
associated with them (Bers & Rodin, 1984; Parrots&ith, 1993; Salovey & Rodin,
1984, 1986; R. H. Smith et al., 1994). Reviewinig tiierature, Leach (2008) concludes

that anger about a frustrated desire best chaizeteznvy. Furthermore, he argues:

The anger in envy is not necessarily associateld mdlicious ill will, or the desire to
harm the fortunate party. However, because peagerted that anger was central to

their experience of envy, it is clear that the emvihese studies was not benign. (p. 99).

Recently, Van de Ven and colleagues (2009) direatlyessed the differential
characteristics of malicious and non-malicious erbgth by using latent class analysis
of descriptions of envy experiences and by comgaemotional episodes of malicious
and non-malicious envy, admiration, and resentngettiered by guided recall. When

participants were asked to recall and charactenzenvy episode, about half of them
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described an experience that contained malicidwgli] while the other half described
emotional episodes free of malicious elements. Maticious envy was associated with
some admiration for the other person, but diffehemn pure admiration because —
similar to malicious envy — it was highly relatea frustration, inferiority, and felt
unpleasant. Malicious envy had a somewhat highegmélance with resentment by
being associated with thoughts of injustice. Howewesentment differed from
malicious envy by containing less admiring feeliraggl even more intense negative
affect toward the other person, presumably bec#lnseother person was willfully
responsible for the unjust treatment. Importanthglicious and non-malicious envy
differed with regard to their motivational foci aadtion tendencies. Whereas malicious
envy seemed to motivate damaging behavior towdelsther person, the focus of non-
malicious envy seemed to be restricted to the ingiment of one’s own position. Thus,
based on these findings, one might speculate twafrustrated desire for a coveted
object fuels both malicious and non-malicious eang the motivation to even out the
difference to the rival. However, whereas non-malis envy “levels things up,

malicious envy levels them down” (Van de Ven et2009, p. 428).

| second Rawls’ (1971/1999) opinion that maliciarsvy “is what emulative
[i.e., non-malicious] envy may become under certainditions” (p. 467). Evolutionary
considerations suggest that trying to enhance am&is position is a chief strategy to
ensure competitive fitness (Buss, 1988) and possibé default response when
becoming aware of a superior rival. The alternatpéion to degrade the competitor
(Buss & Dedden, 1990) not only seems much riskigr dilso does not lead to an

improvement relative to other potential rivals. Wliketermines whether envy only
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motivates to improve oneself or shifts its focusb@come malicious is yet to be
determined. The many possible moderators includeacteristics of the envious person
(e.g., the intensity of his or her frustration,aagued by Rawls, 1971/1999), the envy
evoking stimulus (e.g., whether it is at least potdly attainable for the envier or not,
as in the case of a unique object or a fixed peadsatiribute), and of the rival (e.qg.,
whether he or she is perceived to have causedtlgarity of the envier, see Parrott,
2001). While certainly being a very interesting sfien and worthwhile field of
research, it is beyond the scope of the currergstigation. For the present purposes, it
will suffice to say that the central motivationakde underlying envy seems to be the
frustrated and intensified desire for the objecattribute possessed by another person

that may, but does not necessarily lead to malgcreactions.

Impulse and Self-Control in Envy

Die Regungen des Neides liegen (...) in der NatuMigsschen, und nur der
Ausbruch derselben machen sie zu dem scheul3licsterL
—Immanuel Kant, Metaphysik der Sitten (1797, p.)134

Envy is often portrayed as the outcome of an impelseaction towards the
superior fortune of others (e.g., Kant, 1797; Kldif57; Schoeck, 1971; R. H. Smith &
Kim, 2007). For example, the medieval Christianlggopher Thomas Aquinas saw
envy caused by an instinctive, spontaneous impthse;motus invidiae”, which is “a

passion of sensuality (...) an imperfect human acér@treason does not intervene

(cited in De la Mora, 1987, p. 29). According touhkggs, only giving in and acting
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upon this impulse should be considered a vice therowords, he believed that people
are able to (and should) control their spontaneemgious reactions. For several
reasons, it is indeed likely that they will oftely to do so. First of all, envy and its
expression violate social norms (Foster, 1972;dmat, Matt, 2003). In addition, other
motives for emotional self-regulatidr{Fischer, Manstead, Evers, Timmers, & Valk,
2004) are probably highly relevant in the casemfyetoo. As outlined above, envy is a
very unpleasant emotion; it contains intense faitn and is painful, thus, people
should be hedonically motivated to do somethingualito Furthermore, envy threatens
the positive self-views that people strive to maimt(Tesser, 1988). That is why people
will likely try to control not only their overt betvior but also their inner thoughts and
feelings. In line with this view, neuroimaging siesl have shown activation of brain
areas related to emotional control as a responsentavorable social comparisons

(Joseph, Powell, Johnson, & Kedia, 2008).

Even though the notion that self-regulatory eff@ate important to understand
envy has not yet been addressed directly, it idianly contained in many accounts of
this emotion. For example, Elster (1999) obsertes €nvy “is normally suppressed,
preempted, or transmuted to some other emotion1p). It has also been argued that
this may be an important reason why it so diffi¢altrace envy empirically: Envy “by
its very nature, is obstinate in its oppositionrteestigation. The protean character of

envy and its talent for disguise probably accowanttiie infrequency of studies on the

2 Following the example of Vohs and Baumeister (3004use the terms ,self-control* and ,self-

regulation” interchangeably.
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subject” (Farber, 1966, p. 36). Similarly, accogdio R. H. Smith and Kim (2007, see
also Parrot, 2001) envy is “an emotion that is besterstood as an episode unfolding in
time”, because envy’s “incipient feelings startragess that can take different paths as
the envying person copes with the threatening eabfithe emotion” (R. H. Smith &

Kim, 2007, p. 56).

From these descriptions of the workings of envyseéms reasonable to apply
the perspective of the dual process models of mdggical functioning. Historic (e.qg.,
Aristotle, trans. 1929) as well as contemporaryceptualizations of the human mind
(for reviews, see e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999; By&008) see behavior determined by
joint effects of automatic and controlfegrocesses. Automatic processes are assumed to
be fast, unintentional, effortless, and are belieterely on associations and the high
capacity of “lower order” cognitive systems. In t@st, controlled processes are
described as slow, deliberative, as depending @rtednd on a limited capacity of
“higher order” cognitive systems, and are beliet@djenerate behavior and decisions
based on knowledge, facts, values, and social n¢@haiken & Trope, 1999; Evans,
2008). The idea that emotion is closely tied tofilst — the impulsive — system is put
forward in several works that analyze how decisiaking and behavior is influenced

by emotions as contrasted to the influence of ndetderate reasoning (e.g., S. Epstein,

® Besides the terms automatic and controlled (Sdenei. Shiffrin, 1977), other denotations have been
proposed, for example, heuristic and systemati@i&m, 1980), associative and rule-based (E. RtiSmi
& DeCoster, 2000), spontaneous and deliberativeigi-a990), experiential and rational (Epstein, 4)99

hot and cold (Simon, 1983), impulsive and refleet{®track & Deutsch, 2004) with largely overlapping

but partly different meanings (see e.g., Evans8200
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1994; Evans, 2008; Hassin, Uleman, & Bargh, 200dti 2001; Metcalfe & Mischel,

1999; Vohs, Baumeister, & Loewenstein, 2007).

A particular way in which automatic processes iaflce behavior is spelled out
in Strack and Deutsch’s (2004) reflective impulsivedel. Referring to social cognitive
and neuroscience evidence, Strack and Deutsch ahgiieghe behavioral impact of
cognitive schemata activated in the “impulsive systis mediated by two motivational
orientations towards environmental stimuli; appfoaand avoidance (see e.g.,
Cacioppo, Priester, & Berntson, 1993; Lang, Bradi@yCuthbert, 1990; Sutton &
Davidson, 1997). An approach orientation is “theparedness to decrease the distance
between the person and an aspect of the envirofif&rick & Deutsch, 2004, p. 231),
including “physical locomotion, instrumental actjaconsumption, or the imagination
thereof” (p. 231). In contrast, an avoidance oa#oh is geared towards increasing the
distance to the environmental stimulus in questB®ased on the observation that an
intense longing for the superior object (or atttéd)useems to be the most central aspect

of envy, | hypothesize that the initial impulseenivy is to approach the envy object.

A dual process view is also inherent in many themn the generation of
emotion, particularly in those that belong to themily of appraisal models (for
overviews, see e.g., Barrett, Ochsner, & Gross,72@¢herer, Schorr, & Johnstone,
2001). According to these models, emotions aredbasehow people appraise a given
situation. The appraisal, i.e., the cognitive pattef the situational construal, triggers
the emotional response. Frijda (1986, 1988) dessrilis in his “law of situational

meaning”, according to which different emotionssarin response to specific meaning
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structures of events in a predetermined way. Ingmolgt, the situation is not assumed to
directly elicit an emotional response. Rather, dffect of an emotional stimulus is
mediated by cognitive processing, which then ditiie emotion in a largely automatic
fashion. Appraisals reflect how the immediate exdéenvironment of people is related
to their inner beliefs, values, goals, and concefmpraisal theorists hold that people
continuously and automatically assess the persosl@vance of situations (e.g.,
Roseman, 1984; Scherer, 1984; C. A. Smith & Ell$lyod985). In more recent
conceptualizations, controlled processing is uguadisumed to be able to affect these
processes to some extent and interact with autorappraisals in shaping the emotion
(Clore & Ortony, 2000; Frijda & Zeelenberg, 2001; & Smith & Kirby, 2001).
Particular importance of reflective operations &ers in attempts to regulate the

emotional response (cf., Barrett et al., 2007; ESRith & Neumann, 2005).

Automaticity (and Mental Control) of Social Comparisons

The emotional meaning structure of envy derivemfeosocial comparison with
a superior other. Psychological research has damated that social comparison is a
fundamental and ubiquitous element of human cagmifFestinger, 1954; Mussweiler,
2003; Suls & Wheeler, 2000). Consequentially, coraipee processing has been shown

to be a highly trained and efficient cognitive aden (Mussweiler & Epstude, 2009).

Whenever social information is processed, this rmftion seems to be
compared to salient comparison standards. For eeamahen forming a judgment

about another person, people spontaneously comitase person to themselves
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(Dunning & Hayes, 1996). Similarly, when peoplenthiabout themselves they
spontaneously compare with other people (Musswa&ilRiiter, 2003), even when these
comparison standards have been presented outsicins€ious awareness (Blanton &

Stapel, 2008; Mussweiler, Riter, & Epstude, 2004).

The human proclivity to engage in comparison ispsovasive that also when
another person is clearly not a relevant comparistandard, people involuntary
compare. Most informative in the present contexteisearch of Gilbert, Giesler and
Morris (1995), in which participants saw a confederperform better or worse in a
psychological test than themselves. Additionallyhiler being exposed to the
comparison information, the mental capacity of sopaticipants was depleted by
having to rehearse an 8-digit number. In this erpental condition, participants’ self-
evaluation was affected by their neighbor, evengiathese comparison standards were
irrelevant because they had received additionalitrg. In contrast, participants without
cognitive load were able to correct the biasingluerice of the non-diagnostic
comparison. The authors conclude that people camfewren when they don't really
want to, and when that happens, they may have ltibice but to mentally undo the

comparisons they made. Such efforts are not alwagsessful” (pp. 232-233).

Thus, while people may engage in deliberate anartéif comparisons
(Festinger, 1954), much social comparison activign be assumed to occur
spontaneously, without intention, and without dffarherefore, | contend that when

people are confronted with a superior other, thédlyemgage in comparison as a default,
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and subsequent cognitions, emotional responsespanavior may be shaped by the

outcome of this comparison, unless, they are abtemtrol its influence.

Controlling Envy

People can deliberately control their emotionapoesling by employing a wide
variety of strategies. According to an influentrabdel of emotional regulation, the
timing of attempts to regulate emotional respondigrucial to understand their mode
and their consequences (Gross, 1998a, 1998b; Qchsioss, 2005)Antecedent-
focused emotion regulatiois enacted early during the generation of the amoor
even before an emotion unfolds. For example, pecgtestrategically select situations
(e.g., avoiding to see the neighbor’'s new car).yTdan also try to modify the situation
(e.g., purchase a new car themselves). Once tleeiyp @n emotional situation, they can
influence which aspects of the situation they attem (e.g., by distracting themselves
from or by focusing on a specific emotional triggehAfter the situation has been
selected and attended to, people can try to ch#mgevay they think about it, for
instance, in terms of their capacity to cope with temands of the situation. A form of
cognitive change that has received much empiritt@hfon is reappraisal, which is
aimed at altering the emotional impact of spedficnuli by changing their meaning.
Reappraisal has been shown to be effective in irfeaffective, cognitive, and
psychophysiological consequences of emotional dtif@ross, 1998a, 1998b, 2002).
Once the emotional response has fully unfoldedpleecan engage iresponse-focused

emotion regulatiorto lower (or amplify) their physiological, expemigl, or behavioral
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responding, for example, by trying to suppress @negxpressing behavior, or by

using relaxation techniques.

As alluded to above, in the case of envy, emotegulation processes are often
implicitly assumed to play a very important roleg bt the often described
transmutations of envy into other, morally legitlmamotions such as “righteous”
resentment (an example of a reappraisal procesgheovigorous efforts to hide the
envy from others (an example of emotional suppoedsiAttempts to alter the negative
experience of envy or to inhibit its expression ni@y responsible for yet another
phenomenon that is related to envious desire asris¢hus to be particular relevant for
the present work. To reiterate, a central assumptraerlying this research is that the
intense longing for something one lacks is at e ©of experiencing envy. Apparently
however, the superior good or characteristic oftlaroperson is not always valued
highly. Rather, the perception of someone supenay lead to outright disparagement
of the potentially envy-evoking stimulus. Such aideation of an envy-attribute can be
illustrated by a memorable description of the rnarsa great-aunt in Proust’'s novel
Swann’s Way‘Whenever she saw in others an advantage, howeaval, which she
herself lacked, she would persuade herself thatas no advantage at all, but a
drawback, and would pity so as not have to envintheited in Taylor, 2006, p. 44). A
devaluation of something desirable one is awarbutfcannot attain is idiomatically
referred to as “sour grapes”, alluding to Aesopllé in which the Fox despises some
high hanging grapes as sour because he is unabieatthh them. Thus, the human
capacity for reappraisal or, more specificallyjaaalization (e.g., Elster, 1985, 1999;

Kay, Jimenez, & Jost, 2002; McGuire & McGuire, 199fhay often be at work in
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potentially envy-evoking situations. The fact thhie metaphor “sour grapes” is
sometimes misused as a synonym for envy (Garnég)Ifiight point to the importance

of this phenomenon in such situations.

The great-aunt irbwann’s Wayescapes the harm of being aware of someone
with a superior fortune by convincing herself tkia¢ enviable characteristic is in fact
something negative. Elster (1985, 1999) discus$es dognitive and behavioral
consequences of situations in which people arerésoi that they are unlikely to attain
something they desire as a special case of dissena&duction (Festinger, 1957). To
reduce the tension resulting from such a situatpegple may change the world or
simply accept that the world is not the way theyiato be. They might also pursue in
wishful thinking and imagine that they have in fadfilled their desire. Finally, they
might engage in a rationalization strategy thatel§1985) calls “adaptive preference
formation”, in which they change their preferendescease to desire what they
originally wanted or even to despise it. The lattetion is what he equates with “sour
grapes”. One might also expect the use of the cermghtary rationalization strategy
“sweet lemons” (e.g., Kay et al., 2002; McGuire &Glire, 1991), according to which
the perceived desirability of the own (originallypitter’) outcome is intentionally

increased.

However, in addition to rationalization, other magtsms might also lead to the
expression of negative evaluations of an unattéénattimulus and thus to “sour
grapes”. Impression management (e.g., Tedeschlei@ar, & Bonoma, 1971; Tesser

& Paulhus, 1983) is a prime candidate, particulamlysituations that may potentially
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evoke envy: People might publicly express disdaintifie superior fortune of another
person in order to convince others that their stattmains superior or at least equal to

their rival, leaving open the possibility that theyvately still desire the stimulfs.

To conclude, people are by no means doomed to Wiewsnor to act on their
envious impulses. To evade or counter the effeéta @otentially envy-evoking
situation, they may engage in emotion regulatiasing a variety of different ways.
Accordingly, even though a central component ofyeseems to be the increased desire
for the superior fortune of another person, thisirgewill not always dominate
behavior. In fact, situations that may potentiajiye rise to envy may also result in the

expression of a negative evaluation of this fortune

Moderators of | mpulsive and Reflective Behavior Determination

From a dual process perspective, the cognitive, tiemad, and behavioral
outcome of an envy situation depends on the iragrplf automatic and controlled

processes. An important question is what determiviesther the envious impulse will

* Rationalization is a mechanism that fits the dpsion of what social cognition researchers call
motivated reasoning, which entails the selectivecessing of information to arrive at particular
conclusions (e.g., Kay et al., 2002; Kruglanski98:9Kunda, 1990). Clearly, impression management is
also the result of motivated social cognition. Te@ dure, it is also conceivable that an object @alityu
that has evoked envy may be regarded as lessvgositieven acquire negative valence without beheg t
direct objective of a maotivational process, howewar example, a less positive evaluation mightiltes
from evaluative conditioning (e.g., De Houwer, 2J)0&s the object or quality is paired with a very

negative emotional experience.
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prevail or whether it will be tamed by reflectivpasations’ A first precondition for the
latter possibility is the motivation to control gnvEvidence supporting the role of
motivation for the deliberate inhibition of autoncatesponses stems from research on
prejudice, which shows that motivation moderates riflationship between automatic
attitudes and self-reported judgments (M. Olsona%i&, 2004) and behavior (Dasgupta
& Rivera, 2006). As argued before, because envg isegative emotion in several

respects, people should be highly motivated toledgut.

If people are motivated to exert self-control in emvy-provoking situation, a
conflict between automatic and controlled determisaevolves. Now, another
important precondition becomes relevant: Peopled e capability to exert self
control. A growing body of research has identiféigpositional and situational factors
that affect whether people are successful at negigheir impulses and in altering
emotional responding (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Haim Friese, & Strack, 2009).
For example, the capacity to exert self-control ksn shown to be a resource that can
be depleted, such that exerting self-control in tesk disrupts people’s ability to
engage in self-control in subsequent tasks (BauereiBratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice,
1998; Vohs & Heatherton, 2000). In a related velf-control performance is also

hindered by concurrent manipulations of mental capasuch as cognitive load, time

® In line with most of the research on this topieguate emotion regulation with deliberate processi
However, it has to be acknowledged that emotionlegmn can be automatized (Mauss, Bunge, & Gross,
2007). This should particularly be the case if adividual has repeatedly used a regulatory straiegy
given situation (Bargh & Williams, 2006), but autatimation can also be created strategically (Schevei
Gallo, Keil, McCulloch, Rockstroh, & Gollwitzer, P9).
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pressure, emotional distress, low blood sugar Jeredlcohol intoxication (for a review,

see Hofmann, Friese, & Strack, 2009).

A common element of many of these factors has lsmtulated to be the
impairment of executive working memory functionsofiiann et al., 2009). Evidence
supporting this assertion is provided by resedhnel telates interindividual differences
in working memory capacity to self-control abilitfzor example, in a study by
Schmeichel, Volokhov, and Demaree (2008), partitipavith higher working-memory
capacity were better in suppressing negative emstithad a higher capability to
appraise emotional stimuli in an unemotional manaed consequentially were less
affected by them (see also Hofmann, Gschwendnesd;rWiers, & Schmitt, 2008).
Experimental evidence stems from research showlag ¢ontrolling emotions has
detrimental effects on the resources needed fonenigrder cognitive functioning
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Richards & Gross, 206@y. instance, Schmeichel (2007)
found that regulating emotion reduced working megmgpan in a subsequent task.
Finally, there is research showing that cognitivad hinders emotion regulation. For
example, participants of Wegner, Erber, and Zan€k693) were unable to alter their
emotional state while rehearsing a complicated rermiRelatedly, participants’
emotional state had a stronger impact on judgm&hen mental capacity was reduced
by a similar cognitive load manipulation (or timeegsure) in a study by Siemer and
Reisenzein (1998). Thus, people should be moslylitee feel envy and act on their

envious impulse, when their mental capacity to eself-control is taxed.
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The Present Research

The main theoretical arguments and hypotheses isf dissertation can be
summarized as follows: Because social comparisoascarried out effortlessly and
without intention, even with irrelevant comparisstandards, | argue that becoming
aware of others who possess a superior good predau@ontaneous envy reaction.
Furthermore, based on experiential envy researdheaolutionary theory, | contend
that a core element of envy is the intensified iampulsive desire for the superior good,
which should be reflected in judgments about it &ethavior directed at it, such as
automatic approach behavior or spontaneous pursh&$@wever, because envy is
affectively and normatively a negative emotion, gdecshould be highly motivated to
control their emotional responses. For this reasamy and its affective, cognitive, and
behavioral consequences should be only evidentuat®ns in which people’s ability

to exert self-control is hindered.

Thus, all other things being equal, people whosatahe&apacity is constrained
while facing a better-off neighbor should feel maliscontent and anger about their
outcome, and report to be more envious than those @o not face a better-off
neighbor. Furthermore, only when facing a bettémefghbor they should be willing to
pay more for the good they are deprived off, theyusd be more inclined to purchase
this good, and should show signs of a strongemaaitic approach tendency towards it.
In contrast, when people have the mental meansdolate their emotional response,

there should be no evidence of increased envy asded The use of some specific
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emotion control strategies may even result in atieg evaluation of the superior good,

and thus in signs of “sour grapes”.
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Empirical Evidence

Overview

The aim of the presented research was to investigaperimentally whether
envy and the desire for another’s superior goodnawee intense when the capacity to
exert self-control is constrained. To induce eravgeemingly innocuous treatment was
used in all four studies: Participants in the auexperimental condition were deprived
of an attractive food that an experimental partmas about to taste. This experimental
condition was compared to conditions in which pgrants were deprived of the
attractive food as well but were alone, or to ctinds in which participants had an

experimental partner who was endowed equally orwase-off.

Experiment 1 was conducted in a field setting asteld whether the level of
alcohol intoxication was related to the intensifytlee negative emotional reaction in
response to the envy evoking experimental condittxperiments 2 to 4 investigated
the impact of cognitive load on envious respondmg laboratory setting. Experiment 2
tested whether high cognitive load would lead taerenvy and a higher willingness to
pay for the envy evoking object. Experiment 3 edth this investigation to actual
spontaneous purchasing behavior. Finally, Experideamployed a response latency
based measure of impulsive approach behavior teigeodirect evidence for the

increased inclination to acquire the envy-evokitignglus.



28 Empirical Evidence

Experiment 1

In the first Experiment, | examined how alcoholoxitation is related to the
intensity of the emotional response in an envy-pkivg situation. | hypothesized that
alcohol impairs self-control and thus, leads tdranger emotional response when faced

with a better-off neighbor.

This conjecture can be substantiated by much relsear the psychological and
pharmacological effects of alcohol intoxication, igéh has demonstrated that alcohol
leads to dysregulated behavior across a wide yasfedomains (for a meta-analysis see
Hull & Bond, 1986). Pharmacological explanations atohol effects emphasize
alcohol’s limiting influence on attentional capgciiSteele & Josephs, 1990) and its
impact on brain areas related to self-control (lrgye€000). In this vein, amounting
evidence shows that alcohol affects emotions pilynasy its effect on higher
information processing centers that participatétap-down” regulation of emotional
responses (Curtin & Lang, 2007). Relatedly, it lh@en demonstrated that alcohol
influences psychological functioning pharmacolotlichy impairing executive control
processes such as response inhibition, while Igalottom up processes such as the
activation and implementation of responses int@attin & Fairchild, 2003; Fillmore &
Vogel-Sprott, 1999). Psychological explanationeesdr the role of expectancies in
alcohol effects. According to this view, alcoholncehange the perception of social
norms, such that people think that it is permigstbl violate social norms when being
drunk because alcohol itself offers the excuseléong so (Marlatt & Rohsenow, 1980).

In line with both accounts, acute alcohol intoxioat has diverse judgmental and
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behavioral consequences related to the failed itntmb or correction of automatic
responses. For example, alcohol disrupts the ocouscinhibition of impulsive
determinants of food consumption (Hofmann & Frie2@08), hinders the reflective
adjustment of intuitive judgments (Epley & GilovicR006), leads to greater behavioral
change in response to salient environmental cueaclMnald, Fong, Zanna, &
Martineau, 2000), and can foster aggressive behawioresponse to provocations
(Giancola & Corman, 2007). Therefore, | hypothesizg alcohol intoxication does not
alter the spontaneous emotional reaction in a tgwuahat is likely to evoke envy.
However, alcohol should impair the ability or thetiaation to consciously control the

envious response.

To recruit participants who varied in their levélabcohol intoxication, passers-
by were approached during the climax of the Colaogpgraival, which involves drinking
for many revelers. Under the guise of researchastetjudgments, participants were
invited to take part in a taste test involving tdifferentially attractive candies, an
unattractive chewy candy and an attractive box hajcolates. All participants were
asked to taste the unattractive candy and weredbpsved of the attractive candy. In
the better-off neighbor condition, they did sohe immediate presence of a confederate
who tasted the attractive candy. In the no-neighdmordition, they did so without the
presence of a confederate. Given that participantthis condition knew that other
participants would receive the chocolate, they @¢anlprinciple have become envious
too. However, because social comparisons with 8pemther persons have a greater
impact (Buckingham & Alicke, 2002), | expected enmpost likely to occur in the

better-off neighbor condition. Subsequently, pgrdats responded to items assessing
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the intensity of their negative emotional experer€inally, participants’ blood alcohol

concentration (BAC) was measured with a breathalyze

Method

Participants and Design

Participants were 38 people (20 females, 17 malgs; 18 to 38; 1 missing
value) who — during the Cologne street carnival assed by the main university
cafeteria, which is located closely to a populansel party spot. They were assigned
to a better-off neighbor condition or a no-neighbondition. Measured BAC served as

a quasi-experimental variable.

Procedure

Participants were invited to a “taste test of cdndymed at studying the
“influence of mood and alcohol consumption on tagtiyments.” The experiment was
conducted in the form of a standardized interviavd ahe responses were audio-
recorded. To lend credibility to the cover storgrtripants were asked to indicate their
current mood and how many alcoholic beverages ltlaelydrunk that day. This data was
not analyzed. Participants were then told that theyld taste one of two different sorts
of candy, which were shown to them: A box of braswbcolate confectionNestlé

Choco Crossigsand a single piece of no-name chewy candy. Thecalate was
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superior in terms of size, objective value, andrdbdgity®. The experimenter added that
for sanitary reasons they would receive a fresh iboltey were assigned to taste the

chocolate and that they could keep the rest of it.

In the better-off neighbor condition, participantere told that the taste tests
would be conducted in pairs, and pointed to anogaeticipant (a confederate). The
experimenter explained that in order to rule owt thfluence of individual taste
preferences and effects of the daytime, the predwciuld be assigned randomly by
drawing lots. The participant was asked to choesea two paper slips, unfold it, and
read out loud what was written on it. Unbeknowmsthie participants, both paper slips
read “Chewy Candy”. While the participant read big or her lot, the confederate

unfolded the second paper slip and respon@bto Crossi€s

In the no-neighbor condition, participants wereoassigned to taste the chewy
candy (and not the chocolate) offering the samelamgtion and using the same

procedure (ostensible lottery), with the sole exioepthat they were not paired with

® A pretest was conducted to select pairs of foatlerig in their desirability. Thirty people whoese
leaving or entering the university cafeteria wezeruited to complete a short questionnaire. Theyewe
asked to indicate how strongly they would like &i er drink each of a series of different fooddthag
moment. Participants provided desirability ratirggs 9-point scales ranging from 1 (“not at all”) %o
(“very much”). For Experiment 1,Choco Crossies’(a chocolate confectiod] = 5.30,SD = 2.71) was
selected as superior product in combination with ¢cbmparatively less desirable “chewy candyl’ £
3.83,SD = 2.44),1(29) = 4.17,p = 10* For Experiment 2,Maagen-Dazsce cream” (1 = 7.20,SD =
2.19) was selected as superior product in comlinatith the comparatively less desirableeibniz
butter biscuit” M = 5.13,SD = 2.58),t(29) = 4.15p = 10“. For Experiments 3 and 4, “smoothié &
5.43,SD = 2.74) was selected as superior product in coatioin with the comparatively less desirable
“sauerkraut juice” ¥ = 1.93,SD = 1.76),t(27) = 7.19p = 10’. Different degrees of freedom are due to

missing values.
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another participant and that no reference to ofaticipants was made during the

assignment.

To assess the intensity of their emotional respoabeparticipants first rated
how happy they were about receiving the chewy cdrelyerse coded), then how angry
they were about not receiving the box of chocolated finally how strongly they
envied the persons who received the box of chaeaat10-point scales (1 = not at all,
10 = extremely). The ratings were internally cotesis (Cronbach’s. = .74), and thus
averaged to a single emotional response indexicipants then tasted the chewy candy
and indicated how much they liked the taste ofcduedy on a 10-point scale (1 = not at
all, 10 = extremely good). Finally, participantsAB was measured by an ACE3000
(ACE GmbH, Freilassing, Germany) breathalyzer. Betbe measurement, participants
rinsed their mouths with water to remove residuldolzol. A new disposable
mouthpiece was used for each participant. At theg exery participant received a box

of chocolate as unannounced compensation.

Results

The dependent variable of this Experiment was thensity of the negative
emotional reaction in response to not receivingoaendesirable product in the taste test.
I hypothesized that participants who were facirmggtier-off neighbor would react more
negatively the more intoxicated they were. In casitrfor participants who were alone,
| did not expect the negative emotional responsmtary with the level of intoxication.
Participants in this condition should be hardly ieng and respond, at most, mildly

negative to being deprived of the somewhat supgaad. Hence, they should be less
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inclined to engage in emotional self-control andwdt therefore be less affected by the

impairing effects of alcohol intoxication.
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Figure 1. Intensity of participants’ negative emotional response after not receiving a
superior product on a scale from 1 (none) to 10 (extremely) as a function of BAC
(percent by volume) and experimental condition (Experiment 1; n = 19 per
experimental condition). The lines depict the simple regression slopes of the better-off
neighbor and no-neighbor participants.

As shown in Figure 1 and in line with the prediog8p the more intoxicated
participants were, the more negatively they reattedot being assigned to taste the

more desirable food in the better-off neighbor dbod, r(19)=.62, p=.01.
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Importantly, in the no-neighbor condition, this wast the caser,(19) =-0.16,p = .50.
To analyze this pattern, neighbor condition (bettféneighbor condition dummy coded
with value 1, no-neighbor condition coded with @AC and a neighbor x BAC
interaction term were entered in a multiple regmsgpredicting the negative emotional
response. The regression resulted in a signifinaighbor x BAC interactions = .62,
t(34) = 2.63p = .01. The neighbor and BAC main effects weresignificant {s| < .73,

ps> .47.

For exploratory reasons, | also analyzed the tpstgments. If participants
coped with experimental situation by rationalizitigeir outcome, a “sweet lemons”
effect might emerge for those participants who tiedcognitive means to do so at their
disposal. Thus, one could expect a negative coioaleof the taste judgment and
participants’ BAC, particularly in the better-ofeighbor condition due to its higher
potential for negative affective reactions. Howewde correlation of taste judgment
and BAC was neither significant in the better-o#fighbor conditionr(18) = -.19,
p=.45, nor in the no-neighbor condition(18) = .01,p=.97. The corresponding
regression analysis did not yield interactions aimeffects for neighbor condition and

BAC, s| <.61ps> .55.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 1 confirm that disconteith an inferior outcome is
particularly likely when encountering a better-other while self-control resources are
taxed. The more intoxicated they were, the moratnegly participants in the better-off

neighbor condition reacted (as indicated by a nreasombining their unhappiness
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about the inferior food, their anger about not ndéng the superior food, and their

envy).

Given the present experimental design, it is nasgae to estimate the relative
contribution of pharmacological and/or expectantigats of alcohol consumption to
this result. As contended before, the possibleatimh of social norms is not the only
reason to control envy. People should also be mailto control envy in order to
avoid the negative hedonic state and maintain dgiyp®self-view. One might argue that
both of the latter motivations are less likely @ ditered by alcohol expectancy effects.
However, in order to elucidate the degree to whaigihysiologically diminished ability
to engage in self-control, motivational deficits, lwoth are responsible for the more
negative reaction, a balanced placebo design (&usbnd, 1986) — in which alcohol
dose and presumed alcohol consumption are orthdgoraried — would be needed.
Within the scope of the present research, it magufigcient to say that because people
are usually aware of the fact that they have comslahcohol, the comparison of people
differing in self-induced alcohol intoxication reéits the ecological validity of the

findings.

The analysis of the taste judgments did not supperinotion that participants’
efforts to cope with the envy-evoking situationulesd in a “sweet lemons” effect.
There was no significant negative relationshipaste judgments and BAC in the better-
off neighbor condition, as one could predict if tpapants used this particular
rationalization strategy. The absence of this figdmight be due to the small sample

size (a problem that was aggravated by severalimgisgalues in this measure).
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However, participants may also have respondeddeiivy-evoking situation by using

a different coping strategy, leaving their evaloatof their inferior food unchanged.

Of course, the quasi-experimental design of Expeminl poses challenges to
the internal validity of the findings. Participantarying in alcohol intoxication may
have differed in other psychological variables tdo.the remaining studies, full
experimental designs were used in a more controiédmbratory setting. To tax
participants’ capacity to exert self-control, a oitige load manipulation was employed

in Experiments 2, 3, and 4.

Experiment 2

Having established that spontaneous negative socmparisons lead to envy
under conditions that foster disinhibited respondegperiment 2 explored whether
evoked envy would heighten the inclination to aoguhe superior good. If becoming
aware of a better-off other leads to envious ddsiréhe envied good, people should be
willing to spend more money for the superior goeshecially, when they are not able

to control their envious reaction.

Pairs of unacquainted participants were invitegedorm taste judgments in the
laboratory. To tax their mental resources, a stahdmgnitive load manipulation
(Gilbert et al., 1995; Gilbert, Pelnam, & Krull, 88 was used. In the high load
condition, participants had to remember a difficgdtligit number. In the low load
condition, this number was easy to remember. Raatts in the better-off neighbor

condition were assigned to taste a small packadpitbér biscuits, while their neighbor
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(who was in the worse-off-neighbor condition) wasigned to a more desirable ice-
cream sundae. Participants in the equal-neighboditon were assigned to test both
foods, as did their partner — only in a differemtiey. Before they tasted the foods,
participants rated how strongly they envied theipezimental partner and indicated

their willingness to pay for each of the two protuc

| predicted that participants should be most erwiou response to having a
neighbor with a superior food when experiencing hhigognitive load. Those
participants should also be willing to pay moretfue ice cream than participants in the
remaining experimental conditions. Furthermore,egithat | hypothesized a causal
relation of envy and the inclination to acquire tfesired good, envy should statistically
mediate the effect of the neighbor condition on @ah@unt of money participants are
willing to pay for the ice cream. Because partiogsain the low load condition are
likely to control their envious response, this nadidin should be limited to participants

in the high load condition.

Method

Participants and Design

Participants were 116 adults (82 female, 27 matg 20 to 44; 9 missing
demographics values) who had been approached amaus of the University of
Cologne or recruited from a pool of undergradudtedents who had given their
approval to be contacted for requests to partieipapsychological studies. They were
assigned to a 3 (neighbor: better-off vs. equaMase-off) x 2 (cognitive load: high

vs. low) between subjects design. They receivedrd Bs compensation.
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Procedure

Pairs of unacquainted participants were invitegacticipate in a study about
“factors that affect product evaluations and tastigments”. They were seated in front
of two adjacent computers at a distance of aboat. Zrhe computers were used to
present the instructions and measures. To lendbdligdto the cover story, participants
were asked to indicate how much time had passex sheir last meal. Furthermore,
they rated the strength of their hunger, of thieirst, and of their appetite for several
categories of food. This data was not analyzednTparticipants saw pictures of the
two foods to be tasted and formed an impressidhevh: A sundae diidagen-Dazsce
cream and a package bgkibniz butter biscuits. While the biscuits were relatyel

attractive, the ice-cream was more desirable (@embte 6, p. 31).

Participants proceeded with the cognitive load malation, which was
introduced as a means to discover how concentraffents food evaluation. In the high
load condition, participants had to remember aaliff 8-digit number (“84734239").
In the low load condition, participants had to rember an easy 8-digit number

(*111111117).

Next, participants were informed that for randortica purposes the products
would be simultaneously assigned to both of thenth®ycomputer. The assignment
was then shown to them in a slot-machine-like ationain which they saw their own
outcome and the outcome of their experimental parat the same time on their
individual computer screens. In two thirds of tletigipant pairs, one participant was
assigned to the biscuits and his or her experirhgr@tgner was assigned to the ice

cream. This resulted in two experimental conditidParticipants who were assigned to



Experiment 2 39

the biscuits (and their experimental partner to ittee cream) were in the better-off
neighbor condition. Participants who were assighedthe ice cream (and their
experimental partner to the biscuits) were in therse-off-neighbor condition. In
another third of the participant pairs, both expemtal partners were assigned to taste
both the ice cream and the biscuits. In this thimhdition—the equal-neighbor
condition—only the order of the taste tests of e products varied among the two
experimental partners, one tasting the biscuit$ éind then the ice-cream and the other

one tasting the ice cream first and then the hbiscui

Then, participants were told that their prefereraxesanother factor that affects
product evaluation and that they should think atbmwt they valued both products and
whether they preferred one of the presented prediict assess their envy, participants
were then asked to indicate, how strongly they edhtheir experimental partner on a
scale ranging from 1 (“not at all”) to 7 (“very mhig. After that, they were asked how
much they would be willing to pay for the ice creand for the biscuits. Before tasting
the food(s), participants wrote down the 8-digitter they had to remember. In the
taste judgment, they indicated on a 7-point scaie the food tasted (1 = very bad, 7 =

very good). At the end, they were thanked and paid.

" Given that the order in which participants weréngdo taste the two products in this condition dat
affect any of the dependent variables in main ¢&ffemor in interactions with cognitive loaBiq < 2.16,

Ps > .15), further analyses are collapsed over guaihps.
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Figure 2. Mean envy towards the neighboring participant on a scale from 1 (not at all)

to 7 (very much) as a function of neighbor and cognitive load conditions (Experiment
2). Error bars represent one standard error (n = 18 to 22 per experimental condition).

Results

Envy

Inspection of the means in Figure 2 reveals thaigy@ants’ envy was indeed
affected by their and their neighbor’s outcome #racognitive load that was imposed
on them. Specifically, the descriptively highestyewas reported by participants under
high cognitive load in the better-off neighbor ciiwh (M = 3.53, SD=1.98). In
comparison, high cognitive load participants in ¢ogial-neighbor conditio{ = 1.73,
SD=1.08) and the worse-off-neighbor conditiovi £ 1.72,SD=.96) expressed less
envy. Low cognitive load participants expressedilain{low) amounts of envy in the
better-off neighbor conditionM = 2.28,SD=1.84) as well as in the equdl € 2.10,

SD=1.41), and worse-off neighbavi(= 1.32,SD = .75) conditions.
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The data was analyzed in a 3 (neighbor: bettexoffequal vs. worse-off) x 2
(cognitive load: high vs. low) analysis of varianG®NOVA). The reported means
corresponded to a significant two-way interactiéif2, 110) = 3.28,p = .04, which
qualified a neighbor condition main effef2, 110) = 9.59p = 10° and a trend of a
cognitive load main effec&(2, 110) = 2.68p = .10. Planned contrasts confirmed that
within the high cognitive load condition, more enwvgs reported by participants in the
better-off neighbor condition than by participaimsthe equal or worse-off-neighbor
conditions, F(1, 110) = 21.20p = 10*. Also, participants in the better-off neighbor
condition expressed more envy when being under ¢oginitive load compared to those

under low cognitive loaé(1, 110) = 7.33p = .008.

Willingness to Pay

As shown in Figure 3, participants’ willingness gay for the inferior (butter
biscuits) and superior food (ice cream) also canéat to the predictions. Corroborating
the different desirability of the foods, participauwere willing to pay more money for
the superior foodM = 2.68 EuroSD = 3.94) than for the inferior food=.71 Euro,

SD=.86).

As expected, participants having a better-off negghwhile being under high
cognitive load expressed the highest willingnespay for the ice creamMV(=5.06
Euro, SD=7.71). In comparison, high load participants hwién equal neighbor
(M = 2.38 Euro,SD=2.90) or a worse-off neighboM(= 1.84 Euro,SD= 1.07) were
willing to pay less. In contrast, descriptivelyydoad participants were willing to pay

somewhat less for the ice cream in the better-ef§imbor condition 1 = 1.67 Euro,
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SD=1.04) than in the equalM(=2.50 Euro,SD=3.07) or worse-off neighbor

(M = 2.65 EuroSD= 3.16) conditions.

\]
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Figure 3. Mean willingness to pay (in Euro) for the inferior food and the superior food
as a function of neighbor and cognitive load conditions (Experiment 2). Error bars
represent one standard error (n = 18 to 22 per between subjects condition).

Willingness to pay for the inferior food was higharthe high cognitive load
condition M = .85 Euro,SD= 1.12) than in the low cognitive load conditidvi € .58,
Euro, SD= .42). Apart from that, willingness to pay foretinferior food was similar
across experimental conditions (high load conditMBetter-off neighbor= -84 Euro,SD =
1.10; Megual neighbo= -85 Euro,SD = 1.02; Myorse-off neighbor= -85 Euro,SD = 1.31; low
load conditionMpetter-off neighbo= -54 EUro,SD = .46; Mequal neighbo= .62 EuroSD = .49;

Muworse-off neigbho— -56 EUroSD = .28).
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This pattern produced a significant three-way ext@on in a 3 (neighbor: better-
off vs. equal vs. worse-off) x 2 (cognitive loadgln vs. low) x 2 (food: inferior vs.
superior) repeated measures ANOVA2, 110) = 3.49p = .03. In addition, the lower
order neighbor x load interaction was marginallgngicant F(2, 110) = 2.67p = .07,
and their was a main effect of foofi(1, 110) = 33.21p= 10" (all other effects

F<1.92ps>.17).

Contrast analyses confirmed that under high loadjgipants reported a higher
willingness to pay for the superior food in thetbebff neighbor condition compared to
the other neighbor conditions$;(1, 110) = 7.46,p = .01. Under low load, the
descriptively reduced willingness to pay for th@ewior food in the better-off neighbor
condition as compared to the other neighbor camutidid not approach statistical
significance,F(1, 110) = .68p = .41. Comparing the cognitive load conditionshivit
the better-off neighbor condition, high load papamnts reported a higher willingness to
pay for the superior food than low load particigaiR(l, 110) = 7.11p = .01. Apart
from a marginal load effect on the willingness aygor the inferior foodF(1, 110) =

2.82,p = .10, it was not affected by the experimental imalations s < 1).

Mediation Analysis

To examine whether the joint effect of the presevifca better-off neighbor and
high cognitive load on the amount of money partiais were willing to pay for the
superior food was statistically mediated by the ezdgmce of envy, | conducted a
mediated moderation analysis following the guidsdirof Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt

(2005; see also R. M. Baron & Kenny, 1986; PregdRacker, & Hayes, 2007).
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For the analysis, experimental conditions were resttcoded. In order to
compare the better-off neighbor condition to theseeoff-neighbor condition and the
equal-neighbor condition, the first was coded witha value 2 and the other two with
the value -1. Cognitive load conditions were couéith the value 1 for high load and

the value -1 for low load.

The mediated moderation analysis entailed threeessgn equations. In the
first equation (the mediator model), neighbor, loadd the neighbor x load interaction
were regressed on the experienced envy (the mediatos revealed a significant main
effect of neighbor conditior = .39,t(112) = 4.21p = 10% no effect of loadi(112) =
1.61,p = .11, and a significant neighbor x load inte@ttp = .21,1(112) = 2.22p =
.03. In the second equation (the simple dependatdbie model), neighbor condition,
load, and the neighbor x load interaction wereasggd on the willingness to pay. This
revealed only a significant effect of the neighboload interactiory = .23,t(112) =

2.51,p = .01 (main effectdq| < 1.32ps > .19).

In the third equation (the full dependent variabiedel), neighbor condition,
cognitive load, and the neighbor x load interactiwware again regressed on the
willingness to pay, however this time the experezhenvy (the mediator) and an envy
x load interaction were added as predictors. ThisaBon produced only a significant
effect of envy,p = .28,t(110) = 2.82,p = .01. The envy x load interaction was not
significant, t(110) < 1.22,p = .22. Importantly, the effect of the neighbor oad
interaction was reduced and rendered non-signifi¢gas .13,t(110) = 1.38p = .17;

main effectst$| < .59,ps > .56.
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These results indicate that experienced envy nestlihie joint effect of a better-
off neighbor and high cognitive load on the willivess to pay for the superior product.
The first equation revealed that cognitive load srated the effect of the neighbor on
envy. Envy, in turn, predicted the willingness taypfor the superior product (third
equation), reducing the joint effects of neighbod doad (compared to the second
equation). This effect of envy on willingness toypsas not moderated by cognitive
load. To elucidate these findings, | computed tbeddional indirect effects at both
high and low cognitive load. Envy mediated the @fiaf the neighbor conditions under
high cognitive load4 = 2.38,p = .02), but not under low cognitive load € .77,p =

A4),

Taste Judgments

For exploratory reasons, the taste judgments werayzed as well. Of
theoretical interest in the present context arejukdgments about the inferior biscuits,
which were tasted by participants in the betterrafghbor condition and the equal-
neighbor condition. In the high load condition, tbebff neighbor participants
perceived the inferior biscuits to taste bettdr£ 5.53,SD = 1.68) than in the equal
neighbor conditionNl = 4.95,SD = 1.11). In the low load condition, this was athe
case Mbetter-off neighbor= 5.44,SD = 1.15; Mequal neighbor= 4.90,SD = 1.33). This pattern
resulted in a marginal neighbor condition main effe a 2 (neighbor: better-off vs.
equal) x 2 (cognitive load: high vs. low) ANOVIA(1, 75) = 3.18p = .08. No other

effects approached significanées < 1,ps > .76.
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Discussion

The results of Experiment 2 support the hypothéss envy and the desire for
another’s superior possession is particularly yikEmental capacity is taxed. Strongest
envy was expressed by those participants in the ¢ognitive load condition who were
assigned to taste the inferior biscuits while timeiighbor was about to taste the superior
ice cream. In line with the prediction that peopieo have the mental capacity to exert
self-control at their disposal, participants in foa cognitive load condition did not

report elevated levels of envy towards the betteoiber.

Parallel results were obtained for the amount oh@ygparticipants were willing
to pay for the superior food. High cognitive loaartcipants with a better-off neighbor
reported the highest willingness to pay for thedoeam compared to participants who
had a neighbor with an equal or worse outcomeohtrast, low load participants facing
a superior other were not willing to pay more foe ice cream than participants who
had a neighbor with an equal or worse outcome. mps®ly, they seemed to be
willing to pay less for the superior ice cream wlaebetter-off neighbor was present
than in the other neighbor conditions. While in adc with the “sour grapes”
hypothesis, according to which participants migitianalize their inferior outcome by
disparaging the superior stimulus, this differend& not approach statistical

significance.

Willingness to pay for the inferior food, the bigisy was not affected by the
neighbor conditions neither under high nor under lmad, showing a) that the effect of
the better-off neighbor in the high cognitive loazhdition was specific to the superior

product and b) that there was no sign of a “swemih” effect, which would imply an
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increased willingness to pay for the inferior fandhe low load condition. The absence
of both the “sweet lemon” and “sour grapes” effecthe willingness to pay measure
might be due to its insufficient sensitivity. Ofurse, participants might also have used

other coping strategies than these particular farhmationalization.

Unexpectedly, there was a trend towards a highémgness to pay for the
inferior product under high load. Possibly, thisswan unintended side effect of the
different numbers used in the cognitive load caadd. In the high load condition, the
number and its digits (“84734239”") were higher thanthe low load condition
(“111111112"). Thus, the higher willingness to paytlis condition might be due to an
anchoring effect (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Howewgiven that participants’
willingness to pay for the inferior product was eaffed uniformly by load in the
different neighbor conditions, this effect does offér an alternative explanation for the
interactive effects of neighbor and load conditiams the willingness to pay for the

superior product.

Substantiating the view that the higher willingness pay of high load
participants in the better-off neighbor conditiomsvcaused by the intensity of their
envious reaction, reported envy mediated the efféthe neighbor conditions on the
willingness to pay under high cognitive load. Ferthore, the correlational evidence of
the mediated moderation analysis suggests a plartiouay in which the load
manipulation affected the impact of envy on willegs to pay. Cognitive load
moderated the effect of the neighbor conditiongiwy, but did not moderate the effect
of envy on the willingness to pay for the supefmod of the neighbor. In other words,

envy was stronger under high than under low cogmitoad. Higher envy was then
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related to a higher willingness to pay for the edwjood. This relation was not affected

by the load manipulation.

In participants’ taste judgments of the inferiosduiits, there was a marginal
effect towards a higher evaluation reported by ehparticipants who faced a better-off
other as compared with those who faced an equatlpwed other. This result is in line
with a “sweet lemons” rationalization strategy @sponse to being deprived of a desired
good, in which the evaluation of the inferior god raised. This effect was not
moderated by the load manipulation. This could e do the fact that the taste
judgments were performed after the cognitive loathipulation was lifted (which was
done intentionally to keep the cognitive load phaethe experiment as short as
possible). However, the difference in evaluatiobween the neighbor conditions may
have also been caused by a contrast effect witlénetjual neighbor condition, whose

participants tasted both the desirable ice creadrtlamnless desirable biscuits.

In sum, the results of Experiment 2 lend credendde interpretation that taxed
mental resources influenced participants’ judgmieytimpairing their capability to
control and alter their emotional reaction. Howevear the main findings, two
alternative interpretations remain. First, it almems possible that the cognitive load
manipulation merely affected the expression of edgr example, participants in the
high load condition might have lacked the resoutoeassess the normativity of their
answer on the envy item and thus not refrained faoimitting their envy. Second, one
could assume that the expression of envy itseléeauhe higher willingness to pay for
the superior product. Participants might have mefértheir valuation of the superior

product from their answer to the envy item (Bem72)9 Given that all participants
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were asked to report how strongly the envied theighbor prior to indicating their
willingness to pay, this interpretation cannot bled out on the basis of Experiment 2’s
data. Another limitation of Experiment 2 is thattpapants’ inclination to acquire the

superior good was solely assessed hypothetically.

The following experiments address these issues kgsnoring spontaneous
purchasing behavior (Exp. 3) and employing an iaipplmeasure of participants’
impulsive approach behavior towards the superiardg(Exp. 4) without preceding

envy measures.

Experiment 3

Participants of Experiment 2 expressed more enwy arnigher proclivity to
acquire the superior food that was not assignedeim but to their experimental partner
when experiencing high cognitive load. To provideect evidence for the effects of
envy on the likelihood to purchase the envied gdexperiment 3 tested whether an

envy provoking situation would affect actual, so@ous buying behavior.

Following up on the previous study, in Experimen@aB participants were put
under high cognitive load. Again, in the crucialpemental condition, participants
experienced a better-off neighbor. In this Expenitnéhis condition was compared to a
no-neighbor condition (as in Experiment 1). Pap@eits in the better-off neighbor
condition were assigned to taste an undesirablerkawut juice, while their neighbor (a
confederate) was assigned to taste a more desiraitlesmoothie. Participants in the

no-neighbor condition were also assigned to takte dauerkraut juice (and were
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deprived of the smoothie) but were alone. After th&signment procedure, all

participants were given the opportunity to purchiigesuperior food.

| expected that those participants who were asdigodghe inferior product in
the presence of a better-off other would be mdeelyito spontaneously purchase the

superior product than those who participated alone.

Method

Participants and Design

Participants were 53 adults (46 female, 7 male; Eg¢o 34) who had been
recruited at a campus of the University of CologhAk.of them were given the high
cognitive load task (see Experiment 2). About bélthem were assigned to a better-off
neighbor condition; the other half was assignedatmo-neighbor condition. They

participated in exchange for a 10% chance to wikd® in a lottery.

Procedure

Experimental set up and initial procedure were tidah to Experiment 2.
However, a different pair of foods was presentdtke Tess desirable food was a carton
of sauerkraut juice Alnatura Sauerkrautsafta fermented cabbage juice), the more
desirable food was a bottle of brand fruit smooffiieie Fruits Smoothjesee footnote
6, p. 31). After forming an impression of the fopgarticipants proceeded with the
cognitive load task as in Experiment 2. Howevelthis experiment, all participants
were asked to remember the difficult 8-digit numidee., high cognitive load

condition). Then, the food was assigned with thees@xplanation and the same slot-
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machine-like animation as in Experiment 2, but iempénting the experimental
conditions of Experiment 1. In the better-off ndigh condition, the computer
ostensibly assigned the sauerkraut juice to thiecgaant and assigned the smoothie to a
confederate — who pretended to be another pantitipathe no-neighbor condition, the
computer also ostensibly assigned the sauerkraug fland not the smoothie) to the
participant, but no other participant was preskmthis condition, the research assistant
who acted as a confederate in the other conditiaa i the room too, but revealed
being part of the research team by telling the ergnter that he or she was using the

computer to enter data.

After the computer had assigned the food, the @paint was led to a second
experimenter in another room to complete the téesté (in the condition with the
confederate, he or she was led to a third roomis Whas done to ensure that the second
experimenter was blind to the condition of the ipgrant. After having introduced him-
or herself, the experimenter remarked that too mampothies had been bought
accidentally and offered the participant to purehassmoothie “at cost price for 1.30
Euro instead of 2.30 Euro” (for a similar procedgee Xu & Wyer, 2008, Exp. 4).
Then, the participant wrote down the 8-digit numaed proceeded with the taste test.
During the taste test, they indicated on 9-poirties; how good the juice tasted (1 =
very bad, 9 = very good) and to what extent theguivas delicious, aromatic, and
refreshing (1 = not at all, 9 = very much). Therfaems were internally consistent,
Cronbach’sa. = .74, and thus averaged to a taste evaluatioreséad the end, every

participant was given a 10% chance to win 10 Eara lottery.
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Results

| predicted that participants (whose mental resesixgere taxed) would be more
likely to spontaneously purchase a superior foatiefy were aware of a neighbor who
was better off because he was assigned to tassupwegior food. The results are indeed
consistent with this prediction. Given the oppoitynl2 out of 25 participants (48.0 %)
with a better-off neighbor bought the smoothiecémtrast, only 6 out of 28 participants
(21.4 %) who participated alone bought the smootfiee frequency difference

between the conditions was significarf(1, N = 53) = 4.16p = .04.

Interestingly, participants in the better-off nebdgh condition judged the
sauerkraut juice to taste bettdt € 4.25,SD = 1.99) than participants who did not face
a better-off other during the assignment procedMre 3.21,SD = 1.44),t(51) = 2.20,

p=.03.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 3 replicate the findimfExperiment 2 by showing
that cognitively taxed participants were more imetl to buy an attractive food they
were deprived off if a neighbor had been endowetl this superior good. Furthermore,
the results of Experiment 2 were extended by detratitgy that the envy provoking
situation affected actual purchasing behavior. Githet participants could purchase the
smoothie directly after the assignment proceduithout in-between self-report about

their envy, the findings corroborate the hypothdkat uncontrolled envy entails an
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impulse to strive for the envied good, regardle$etiver people are pointed to their

envy or not.

Another result of Experiment 3 is that participartsluated the taste of the
sauerkraut juice more positively when having bessigmed to taste it in the presence of
a better-off other than when participating alonkisTfinding supports the notion that a
way to cope with the negative emotional consequent@an envy-evoking situation is
to rationalize one’s outcome by increasing its gahesulting in a “sweet lemon” effect.
Participants may have done so because during thte t@st the cognitive load
instruction was already lifted. Participants in the-neighbors condition were also
deprived of the superior smoothie and they mighvehationalized their outcome too.
However, since their emotional experience can Iseiraed to have been less intense,

they should be less motivated to exert emotion&lcsatrol.

An advantage of this experiment is that participamtroclivity to buy the
superior good was assessed in a more subtle wag:opportunity to purchase the
smoothie was seemingly unrelated to the purposthef‘taste study”, and thus not
readily apparent as measure used by the experirseitewever, this experiment did
not include a condition without cognitive load. ldenthe question remains whether the
null effect found for better-off neighbor/low logérticipants in Experiment 2 was due
to the fact that their inclination to obtain thepetior good was measured blatantly by
the self-report willingness to pay item. As disadgdefore, this item might have been
susceptible to social desirability concerns. Thasticipants in Experiment 2’s better-

off neighbor/low load condition might have felt tteme desire for the superior product
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but might have refrained from expressing their edtxperiment 4 addresses this issue

by using an implicit measure of the participanpg@ach tendency.

Experiment 4

The results of Experiments 2 and 3 demonstrateetinat heightens participants’
desire for the superior good of their neighbor hgwing an increased inclination to
acquire this good under conditions of taxed capaatexert self-control. Extending
these findings, Experiment 4 sought to trace thguisive behavioral consequences of

envious longing.

To this end, | used an implicit measure (for a kceview, see Petty, Fazio, &
Brifiol, 2008) of participants’ automatic tendenay @pproach vs. avoid the envied
good. The experimental paradigm was similar to dghe used by Chen and Bargh
(1999; see also Seibt, Hafner, & Deutsch, 2007ijtidiaants had to respond as quickly
as possible to pictorial stimuli by pushing or pudl a joystick. As the task was framed
in a way that pulling the joystick towards oneselis associated with an approach
movement and pushing the joystick away was as®stiaith an avoidance movement,
participants’ behavioral approach tendency towahds stimuli can be inferred from
their reaction times (Seibt, Neumann, NussinsonSt€ack, 2008; see also Eder &
Rothermund, 2008; Markman & Brendl|, 2005). Apprecasbidance measures like the
one used in this study can be assumed to reflecintpulsive behavioral readiness to
approach stimuli, triggered by immediate evaluaiompon their encounter (Strack &
Deutsch, 2004). Previous research has shown thasurement procedures based on

approach and avoidance movements are sensitiventesindividual motivational
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differences, such as variation in sexual desirefrttdnn, Friese, & Gschwendner,
2009), and to differences in need states, suchesldsire for food evoked by hunger
(Seibt et al., 2007), or the attraction to erotimali caused by sexual abstinence (Seibt,

Hafner, Strack, & Deutsch, 2008).

Participants were assigned to high and low loadiit@mms. As in Experiment 3,
participants were deprived of a more attractivadfedher in the presence or without the
presence of a better-off neighbor. Subsequentliticg@ants completed the approach-
avoidance task, in which they responded to pictofethe superior food, the inferior
food, and neutral objects by pushing or pullingysjick. Given that participants’ task,
namely to classify the pictures according to tipessition of the screen, was unrelated to
the stimuli, and because they had to respond aklguas possible within a narrow time
window, reaction times can be assumed to refletbraatic behavioral inclinations,
which are unlikely to be affected by concerns abih@ social desirability of the

responses (Petty et al., 2008).

| predicted hat under high load, the envy evokinigiaion results in an
impulsive approach tendency towards the superiod.feynder low load this should not
occur, given that participants in this conditiorvéaahe cognitive capacity to control

their emotional response at their disposal.

Method

Participants and Design

Participants were 96 (53 female, 43 male; age 1B9jovisitors of the main

cafeteria of the University of Cologne. They wessigned to a 2 (neighbor: better-off
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vS. none) x 2 (cognitive load: high vs. low) x 8r(ailus: superior food vs. inferior food
vs. neutral) x 2 (response: approach vs. avoidamiedd-factorial desidh with the
first two factors manipulated between participand the latter two factors manipulated

within participants. Participants received 4 Eusacampensation.

Procedure

After the initial instructions, which were identiceo Experiments 2 and 3,
participants were introduced to the approach-avamedaask, which was referred to as
“a reaction time task.” They were told that theyuwebfirst complete a practice block of

the task, proceed with other tasks, and then cdmghe reaction time task again.

Participants were instructed to push or to pullléwer of a joystick in response
to pictorial stimuli presented on a computer scriglea procedure was similar to the one
used by Seibt, Hafner, & Deutsch, 2007, Exp. 3)e Téquired response (pushing vs.
pulling) depended on the vertical position in whtble stimuli appeared. For example,
when a stimulus appeared on the upper half of thees, participants had to pull the
lever of the joystick. In contrast, when a stimulgpeared on the lower half of the
screen, participants had to push the lever of dlystick. The assignment of push vs.
pull movements to stimuli appearing on the uppertivs lower half of the screen was

counterbalanced across participants. To enhancasseciation of pulling the joystick

8 Additionally, it was counterbalanced between piptints whether stimuli appearing on the top (or
bottom) of the screen had to be responded to withagproach (or avoidance) movement. As this
methodological factor did not alter the predicteighbor x load x stimulus interactioR(2, 176) = 1.05,

p = .35, further analyses are collapsed over bothbamations.
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with an approach movement and of pushing the jolystith an avoidance movement,
participants were asked to “pull the appearing abjgowards you” and “push the
appearing objects away from you” using the joys{iSkibt et al., 2008). Furthermore,
following participants’ response, a decrease irntadise for pulled objects and an
increase in distance for pushed objects were steulldy gradually increasing or
decreasing the size of the stimuli by 44% in anmaion that lasted 270 ms (for a
similar procedure see Wentura, Rothermund, & B&Q02 Exp. 3). Both speed and
accuracy of responses were emphasized. To proroptaspeous reactions, a response
window of 300 ms to 1,300 ms was employed. In c@saticipants underran the
response window, they were reminded to wait for shimulus. In case participants
overran the response window, they were remindedespond faster. If participants
moved the joystick in the wrong direction, theyaiwed an error message. Interstimulus

interval (with blank screen) was 2,500 ms.

In the practice block, participants responded tondéutral pictures (see
Appendix). Each stimulus was presented twice orughger half of the screen and twice

on the lower half of the screen, totaling 32 rantjoondered trials.

After the practice block, the two foods were shawrnthe participants. As in
Experiment 3, the foods were a fruit smoothieug Fruits smoothie) and sauerkraut

juice (Alnatura Sauerkrautsafsee footnote 6, p. 31).

Then, participants received the cognitive load mpalaition, which was identical
to the one used in Experiment 2. Participants i@ kihgh load condition had to
remember a difficult 8-digit number, whereas pgvaats in the low load condition had

to remember an easy 8-digit number.
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Next, the foods were assigned using the same puoeesk in Experiment 3.
Participants in the better-off neighbor conditioerev assigned to the sauerkraut juice,
while their experimental partner (a confederate)s wassigned to the smoothie.
Participants in the no-neighbor condition were grssil to the sauerkraut juice (and not

the smoothie), without an experimental partner ¢p@iresent.

Then, participants completed the four target blod{sthe approach vs.
avoidance task. Within each block, a picture ofgheerkraut juice and a picture of the
smoothie were presented twice on the upper halftasce on the lower half of the
screen. Additionally, pictures of four neutral dfife (see Appendix) were presented
once on the upper and once on the lower half ofsitreen, totaling 16 randomly

ordered trials per block.

Before tasting the sauerkraut juice, participantstevdown the 8-digit number.
Taste judgments were provided on the same itemis &xperiment 3, which were
averaged into a taste evaluation score (Cronback’s72). Finally, participants were

thanked and paid.

Results

The analysis is based on the four target blockh@fapproach-avoidance task.
All error trials were discarded (2.0 % of the datpng with all reaction times outside
of the response window of 300 ms to 1,300 ms (3.bf%he data). Mean response
latencies were computed separately for approach aamilance trials within each
stimulus category. For ease of presentation, thenmeaction time for approach trials

was then subtracted from the mean reaction tim&vofdance trials for each stimulus
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category. The resulting difference scores reflée approach tendency toward the
stimuli. The faster participants were in approaghine stimuli compared to avoiding

the stimuli, the higher the score.

| expected that under high cognitive load, partais with a better-off neighbor
display stronger approach tendencies towards tpergu food than those without a

better-off neighbor. In contrast, under low cogrgtload, this should not occur.

As revealed by the means depicted in Figure 4, data supports these
predictions. Descriptively, in the high load comafit the highest approach tendency
towards the superior food was shown by participanith a better-off neighbor
(M =48.03 ms,SD=39.50) in contrast to the lower approach valtmsards the
inferior food M =2.08 ms, SD=100.23) and neutral stimuliM(=11.24 ms,
SD=40.42) in this condition. Conversely, the medits not differ much in the high
load/no-neighbor conditionMguperior = 12.39 ms,SD = 59.14; Minterior = 10.84 ms,
SD=101.06;Mneutra = 28.98 msSD = 57.83). As opposed to the pattern of means in
the better-off neighbor/high load condition, pagants in the low load condition who
had a better-off neighbor approached the supesmd M = 12.73 msSD = 67.89) less
than the inferior foodNM = 36.44 msSD= 63.78) and neutral stimulM = 35.86 ms,
SD=40.24). Again, this difference was not presemtthe low load/no-neighbor
condition Msuperior= 48.78 ms,SD = 93.46;Minterior = 41.32 msSD = 73.37; Mheutral =

39.11 msSD =57.36).
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Figure 4. Mean approach tendency in ms (reaction time of approach movements
subtracted from reaction time of avoidance movements) towards the inferior food,
towards the superior food, and towards neutral objects as a function of neighbor
condition and cognitive load (Experiment 4). Error bars represent one standard error (n
= 23 to 25 per between subjects condition).

The mean approach tendency scores were submiti@@ theighbor: better-off
vS. hone) x 2 (cognitive load: high vs. low) x 8rtailus: smoothie vs. sauerkraut juice
vs. neutral) repeated measures ANOVYAe analysis revealed a significant three-way
interactionF(1.90, 170.68) = 7.11 = .03, which qualified a marginal load main effect
F(1, 92) = 2.89p = .09) due to the overall higher approach tendenape low load
condition M = 35.71,SD = 49.31) than in the high load conditiom & 18.93,SD =
46.77). No other main effects or lower order intéicms were significanfs < 1.63ps

> .20.
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To further analyze the data, planned contrasts veemaputed within the
experimental conditions. High load/better-off ndigh participants approached the
superior food more than the other stim#({l, 22) = 7.48p = .01. Conversely, low
load/better-off neighbor participants tended torapph the superior food less than the
other stimuli,F(1, 24) = 3.03p = .09. Neither of the effects emerged when paxdicis
were aloneKs < 1). Analyzing only the responses towards thpesgar food, high load
participants approached it more when next to aebeff neighbor than when being
alone,F(1, 92) = 3.12p = .08. Under low load, the opposite occurkéil, 92) = 3.46p

=.07.

Participants’ taste judgments about the sauerluiéd were also affected by the
experimental manipulations. Particularly, in thghload condition, participants facing
a better-off neighbor liked the taste of the satsrkjuice descriptively les$A = 3.52,
SD = 2.05) when facing a better-off other than whemg alone i = 4.21,SD= 1.23).

In contrast, in the low load condition, participafiécing a better-off neighbor liked the
taste of the sauerkraut juice descriptively mave= 4.61,SD = 1.65) when facing a
better-off other than when being alomé € 3.95,SD = 1.89). This pattern resulted in a
marginally significant interaction effect in a 2e{ghbor: better-off vs. none) x 2
(cognitive load: high vs. low) ANOVAF(1, 92) = 3.58,p = .06. No other effects
emergedFs < 1.37,ps > .25. The single contrast comparing the neigldomditions
within the high load condition was not significaR{1, 92) = 1.78p = .19, neither was

the single contrast within the low load conditioR€l, 92) = 1.90p = .18.
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Discussion

The goal of Experiment 4 was to show that whenigpénts’ capacity to exert
self control is constrained, an envy provoking daitbn results in an impulsive
behavioral tendency to approach the envied goodline with this prediction,
participants in the high load condition had a gjemautomatic approach tendency
towards the superior food they had been deprivedofy when sitting next to a better-

off neighbor. In contrast, this effect did not ocethen they were alone.

Interestingly, in the low load condition, particiga tended to approach the
superior food less when a better-off neighbor wasent, in line with the view that
“sour grapes” can result from an envy-evoking gitim For participants in this
condition, coping with their envy may have led taegative evaluation of the superior

food, resulting in less automatic approach behavior

Some readers might be surprised by these findiegsecially because implicit
attitudes are sometimes considered to be relatstalyle and difficult to change (e.qg.,
Gregg, Seibt, & Banaji, 2006; Wilson, Lindsey, &h®oler, 2000). However, there is
evidence supporting the notion that impulsive resiiog can be flexible. Such effects
have been predominantly demonstrated in the domfistereotyping and prejudice
(Blair, 2002). For example, situational motivatiaisndividuals can alter the automatic
operation of stereotypes and prejudice (SinclakKdéhda, 1999; Spencer, Fein, Wolfe,
Fong, & Duinn, 1998). Also, reflective processen a#ter the accessibility of contents
within the impulsive system (Strack, Werth, & Dalits2006; see also Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006). For example, counterstereotypatal imagery attenuated

automatic stereotyping in a study by Blair, Ma, &mahton (2001). Similarly, focusing



Experiment 4 63

on information unrelated to a stereotype can redugematic stereotypic responding
(Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Ford, 1997). Thhs,itnpulsive orientation towards
a stimulus may be influenced by how the stimulusoisstrued in a given situation and

can thus be susceptible to emotional reappraissksfies.

Unexpectedly, there was a tendency to approadtiaiuli more in the low load
condition than in the high load condition. One ntigheculate that the difficult dual
task completion was a somewhat aversive experi@rcparticipants in the high load
condition, which might have led to a decreased @ggr focus in general. However,
given that | predicted differential effects withthe load conditions, this result is

extraneous to the hypotheses.

Participants’ evaluations of the taste of saueikpaige, the inferior food they
were assigned to, seemed to be in line with a “s\eeBoONs” rationalization strategy
only, when they were not taxed by cognitive loadthis condition, participants judged
the sauerkraut juice to taste better when facitgtéer-off neighbor than when being
alone, as compared to the high load condition inckvithe opposite pattern emerged.
However, it has to be noted that the statisticghpsut for this effect is weak.
Nevertheless, these tentative results are at odtishe findings from Experiment 2, in
which participants taste judgments were not affédig the load manipulation. The
results are also inconsistent with Experiment 3winich there was a “sweet lemons”
effect for better-off neighbor participants despite high cognitive load they were
subjected to. Procedural differences may be redplen®r this discrepancy. While the
taste judgments of all three experiments were @drout after the load manipulation

was lifted, its duration and the concurrent taskemd. While the load manipulation in
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Experiments 2 and 3 had to be followed for a shoré only and was accompanied by
relatively easy tasks, in Experiment 4, the loaskthad to be followed carried in
parallel to the longer and more demanding appreachidance task. In combination,
the two tasks may have depleted self-regulatoryurees (Baumeister et al., 1998) that
would have been needed to cognitively “sweeterdhmn” during the subsequent taste

test.
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General Discussion

In the present thesis, | explore the preconditiansl the consequences of
envious desire — an experience that appears to lb@varsal outcome of the human
condition and to convey vast interpersonal, sokiedmd economic implications
(Aristotle, trans. 1929; Belk, 2008; Foster, 19T la Mora, 1987; Douglas &
Isherwood, 1979; Frank, 2000; Girard, 1979, 200dhdeck, 1971). Based on social
comparison research (Festinger, 1954; Gilbert t18l95; Suls & Wheeler, 2000;),
evolutionary psychology (Hill & Buss, 2006, 2008),dual process perspective on
psychological functioning (e.g., Strack & Deuts@B04), and research on self-control
(Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Gross, 2006), | arguet thhen becoming aware of
someone possessing a superior good, spontaneoiad somparisons automatically
evoke envious discontent and an impulsive strivargthis good. However, given that
expressing envy violates social norms, and becauperiencing envy is both painful
and detrimental to the positive self-views thatgedry to maintain, people should be
motivated to control their emotional reaction. Thtise consequences of an envy-
evoking situation should be evident only when pe@ptapacity to exert self-control is

taxed.

In four experiments, envy was elicited by deprivpayticipants of a somewhat
more desirable food, while facing another partioig@r confederate) who was asked to
taste this food. Experiment 1 provided support tbe hypothesis that envious
discontent is particularly strong among particigawith constrained self-control. The

greater participants’ alcohol intoxication, the malissatisfied, angry, and envious they
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were in response to not receiving the chocolateéchvivas superior to their simple
candy. As predicted, this happened only when thesevin the presence of a better-off
other, but not when they were alone. ParticipahtSxperiment 2, who received butter
biscuits and not the more desirable ice cream ®jnglare more envious towards their
better-off neighbor and willing to pay more for tlseperior good, only, if their

cognitive capacity was taxed by high cognitive loAdlditionally, experienced envy

mediated the effect of the envy-evoking situationparticipants’ willingness to pay for

the more desirable good. Under identical conditideriment 3’s participants, who
were asked to taste sauerkraut juice and not thre ohesirable fruit smoothie of their
neighbor, were more inclined to spontaneously msehthe superior drink than
participants who were deprived of the smoothie, bnd did not face a better-off other.
Finally, Experiment 4 provided evidence for the iuigive behavioral approach

tendency that is elicited in this situation. Papants who were taxed by high cognitive
load while facing a better-off neighbor were fasteapproaching the superior stimulus
in a reaction time-based approach-avoidance medabare those, who participated
alone. Taken together, these studies provide cgmgerevidence for the notion that
spontaneous social comparisons result in envicesodient and impulsive longing for

the superior good of another person if the capatitycontrol envy is taxed.

The studies also present some initial evidence am people cope with envy
given that they have the self-regulatory resoutoedo so at their disposal. A common
coping strategy might be to cognitively change theaning of the envy-evoking
stimulus in order to decrease its perceived evia@oatresulting in “sour grapes”.

Participants in Experiment 4 seemed to have rasdaehis strategy, as indicated by
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their tendency to approach the superior good les®n being in an envy situation
without additional cognitive load. Participantssame conditions of Experiments 2, 3,
and 4 also showed signs of the complementary degnithange strategy “sweet
lemons”. When tasting their inferior food, they weel to have raised their evaluation of
it. The fact that these effects were less poweatud less robust across experiments,
might reflect that people may use other copingtetjias to deal with envy-evoking
situations. Further research is needed to elabtinate ways to regulate envy in more

detail.

Alternative Explanations

Social Facilitation

Social facilitation might be perceived to be a ptitd alternative explanation for
at least some of the present effects. In his sdmavaéew, Zajonc (1965) observed that
the presence of other people can increase aroushlcauses an increase in the
likelihood of dominant responses as evidenced lifopeance in simple as compared
to complex tasks (Zajonc & Sales, 1966). Severdltixhal mediating mechanisms
have been proposed. An example is the notion tmatntere presence of others is
distracting and can cause cognitive overload (&g.S. Baron, 1986), resulting in a
narrowed attentional focus (Huguet, Galvaing, Mont& Dumas, 1999). The
consequences include a greater focus on food ameaised food intake (Hetherington,

Anderson, Norton, & Newson, 2006).
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As both the frustration about being deprived ofesied good as well as the
tendency to approach this good can easily be comdeas a dominant response, the
mere presence of another person might increase ltkeiihood. This is particularly
relevant for Experiments 1 and 4 in which particiigawere either alone (no-neighbor
condition) or in the presence of a confederatetébetf neighbor condition). However,
Experiments 2 and 3 speak against such an intatjgmet Here, participants in the
control conditions were not alone. While in Expezirth 2, participants in the control
conditions were not deprived of the superior gdéxheriment 3’s control condition is
directly comparable to those of Experiment 1 andn4that respect. However,
Experiment 3 can rule out a social facilitation@out because the number of people in
the room was constant across conditions. Whenntegior food was assigned to the
participant, the confederate was always preserg. difference being that in the no-
neighbor condition, he or she posed as a reseasistant. With regard to Experiment
4, it is also conceivable that the close preserfcanother person in the better-off
neighbor condition increased the likelihood of theesumably dominant approach
response toward the desired smoothie. This mighedgecially likely in the high
cognitive load condition, in which the distractioaused by the load manipulation and
the other person is combined. However, from a $deaialitation perspective, one
would not have predicted the flip of the patterntlie low cognitive load condition.
Thus, in sum, social facilitation effects cannoplein the set of findings throughout the

four experiments.
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Scarcity

At first glance, it might also seem that there iacim overlap of the present
findings with research on the effects of scarcity evaluations. Participants in the
critical conditions of the presented experimentsenmgeprived of the opportunity to
taste a superior food. According to commodity tlye@rock, 1968), “any commaodity
will be valued to the extent that it is unavaildb(p. 246). That scarcity enhances the
perceived value of products and opportunitiesrigdly supported by empirical data (for
a meta-analysis see Lynn, 1991). For example, Vbrdtee, and Adewole (1975),
asked participants to rate the attractiveness okies in abundant or in scarce supply.
Cookies in scarce supply were perceived to be ratiractive (especially when they
had been in abundant supply before). Extendingettaglings, Ditto and Jemmot
(1989) showed that scarcity information makes negatvaluations more extreme, too.
Thus, generally, the knowledge that a commoditysdarce can lead to evaluative

polarization.

It is reasonable to assume that by making the sup&ods unavailable to
participants, in the present studies, perceptidrssarcity were induced. Even so, more
discontent and increased desire was evident onlthenexperimental conditions in
which another person received the food that wasvailable. In the no-neighbor
conditions of Experiments 1, 3, and 4, care wa®rato ensure that participants
perceived the likelihood to attain the superiorddo be equally high as participants
with a better-off neighbor. Furthermore, they exgared the same vivid assignment
procedure. And eventually, they were deprived efgsbperior food, too. However — in

contrast to the better-off neighbor condition —ytparticipated alone and were thus not
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in the immediate presence of another person askéakte the superior food. Thus, the

objective scarcity was identical in both experinaégbnditions.

Nonetheless, one might argue that the presencebettar-off other made the
unavailable option even more salient and as a tresaly have contributed to the
perceived scarcity of this superior alternative.lABd not measure subjective scarcity
estimations, | cannot rule out this alternativelerption based on data. Still, | think it is
unlikely that scarcity drove the effects. The kexestion is why scarcity should affect
the desire to attain the superior good primarilyewimental capacity is taxed, as found

in the present research.

Speculating about the psychological mechanism taaises scarcity effects,
several researchers have argued that scarcityssasva heuristic cue (Ditto & Jemmaott,
1989; Cialdini, 1987, 1993). According to this viemformation about the prevalence
of a given commodity is used as a rule of thumlar@rthings are extreme things”) to
determine its value. Thus, in the case of positbeenmodities, scarcity should
automatically lead to increased attractivenessmaetys. A straightforward implication
would be that people whose cognitive capacity isst@ined by situational demands
will react more strongly to scarcity informationda@ise they should be more prone to

resort to heuristic strategies.

However, opposing the heuristic account of scareitgcts, Brock and Brannon
(1992) posited that evaluative polarization is ragetl by elaborative processing rather
than by automatic inferences. According to themaraty enhances the scrutiny devoted
to evaluating a commodity and thus leads to moteeme judgments. A convincing

body of research supports this assertion (BozzolBr&ck, 1992; Brannon & Brock,



Alternative Explanations 71

2001a, 2001b; Brock & Mazzocco, 2004). For exampteng path analysis, Brannon
and Brock (2001b, Exp. 1) showed that attitudirfdats of scarcity information were

mediated by thoughtful processing. Furthermore randt relevant to the interpretation
of the present studies, scarcity effects were pteseder low cognitive load, but were
eliminated in a high cognitive load condition siamilto the one used in the present

research (Brannon & Brock, 2001b, Exp. 2).

Thus, the present findings are unlikely due to gbaestimations. Even though
the experimental procedures may have induced treepion that the superior products
are scarce commodities, from the scarcity liteeature would predict a different pattern
of results. Because evaluative scarcity effectsnagdiated by effortful processing, the
desire for the unattainable food should have beest mtense under low cognitive load.
On the contrary, in the present studies the ddsiréhese products was greatest under
high cognitive load, supporting the view that (umirolled) impulsive striving elicited

by an envious reaction produced the reported foslin

Reactance

Other related findings stem from research on reaetaheory (Brehm, 1966;
Brehm, Stires, Sensenig, & Shaban, 1966;), whichisdeith unavailable options as
well, but focuses on the motivational consequemndéeasstricted freedom. According to
this theoretical perspective, restricting the fiegadio engage in a particular behavior
results in reactance — a “motivational state degd¢bward restoration of the eliminated
or threatened freedom” (Brehm et al., 1966, p. 306)for example, the freedom to

choose a specific object is taken away, the dedsirattain this object should be
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amplified. In a classic experiment supporting thigothesis, Brehm and colleagues
(1966) asked participants to rate their preferesicur attractive records in order to
freely choose one of them. Later, one of the prethighoice alternatives was
eliminated without a reasonable justification. Asedgicted by reactance theory,
participants rated the eliminated choice altermatiy be more attractive than in their

initial preference assessments.

The experimental procedures used in the presendiestuhave several
commonalities with the ones employed by Brehm &f18166). Specifically, participants
were presented with two differently attractive fepdnd they were deprived of one of
them. However, reactance theory does not predict ttine amplification of
attractiveness should depend on the presenceetterdoff other as found in the present
studies. Again, one might argue that the preserictheo better-off other made the
unattainable alternative more salient to participahlowever, the present findings are
unlikely to be commensurate with the ones of Bredtral. (1966) because of a crucial
difference. In the present studies, the experimanmsructions made it very clear from
the beginning to participants that they would naxdnthe freedom to choose the foods.
Instead, they assumed that they would be randossigiaed to one of them. In fact, this
corresponds to the procedure of a control conditised by Brehm et al. (1966, Exp. 2).
In this condition, participants were also led tdidoe that they would receive a record.
However this time, rather than being allowed teelyechoose one of them, the record
they would receive was to be determined by chaki¢een one of the records was
eliminated from the set of four promised alternasivits attractiveness did not increase.

In contrast to the free choice condition, actualyme signs of decreased attractiveness
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for the eliminated alternative were present inrdr@dom assignment condition (a “sour
grapes” effect). Hence, it is not a plausible iptetation that the pattern of results in the
present studies was due to reactance, or thatntipboged procedures produced a state

of reactance at all.

Relation to Previous Research

Research on Envy

The present line of research contributes in seweagk to the literature on envy.
First of all, it demonstrates that it is possibled avorthwhile to instigate envious
reactions about goods experimentally. The presslts were obtained using a variety
of envy-evoking objects both in the field as wedl ia a more controlled laboratory
environment, and show consistent effects on selbiteand behavioral measures. Thus,
the employed experimental paradigm offers a wayemopirically investigate the
complexities of envy, how an envious episode urgfald time, and what cognitive,

affective, and behavioral consequences it bears.

Secondly, the present research confirms the impoetaf a component of envy
that is widely acknowledged in envy theory, but hexeived little empirical attention —
the intensified desire for the superior good oftaapperson. While intense longing has
been shown to be the most characteristic traitnefyen experiential studies (Bers &
Rodin, 1984; Parrott & Smith, 1993; R. H. Smithakt 1988), the data reported here

demonstrate experimentally that becoming aware nofadvantaged other can cause
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desire. | contend that the intensified and frusttadesire for another person’s superior
good or quality is at the core of experiencing eamd that it is driving the outcome of
an envy-evoking situation. The present line of siigation may help to shift the focus
of envy research from descriptive analyses to rebethat explores the cognitive

processes in envious responding.

Thirdly, in another contribution to this endeavthtis research is the first to
demonstrate empirically that the exertion of selfitcol is crucial to understand envy —
a notion that is implicit in many accounts of enfeyg., Elster, 1999; Farber, 1966;
Kant, 1797; R. H. Smith & Kim, 2007; Parrot, 200Applying a dual-process view of
human thinking to the investigation of envious msting, the current evidence reveals
that invidious discontent and desire are subjesetbregulatory processes, which alter
the outcome of an envy-provoking situation. Thifesf an explanation why it has often
been difficult to trace envy — the elusive “secvete” (J. Epstein, 2003, p. 17) —
empirically (Farber, 1966). Envy can thus be pgdthas an impulsive reaction, that is
particular likely to affect behavior when resourdesexert self-control are lacking.
Consequences of attempts to control an enviousienabtepisode may account for a
multitude of — often conflicting — notions aboutetblements and effects of envy. For
example, as outlined in more detail in the intrddug a dual process view can explain
why and when envy may lead to the disparagemettieosuperior good or quality of
another person and not to intensified desire. leanlore, it offers another hint of when
envy may be transformed into other emotions suchdasiration or resentment, only

then when people have the capacity to change eéh@itional responding.
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Impulse and Self-Control in Consumer Behavior

Closely related to this thesis is research trying unravel the impulsive
determinants of consumer behavior (for an overvese Faber & Vohs, 2004). Several
recent theoretical approaches stress that consdmerhemselves often in situations in
which they are tempted by impulsive urges to coresuand that in consequence, they
are put in a conflict between their desires andibmat considerations (Baumeister,

Sparks, Stillman, & Vohs, 2008; Hoch & Loewenstdifi91; Strack et al., 2006).

Most notable in the present context are experinhestt@ies that have explored
the relationship of self-control capacity and inging consumption. A number of
studies have shown that if reflective processesmpaired, consumption behavior is
determined by impulsive processes. For examples &hid Fedorikhin (1999) studied
the importance of affective product qualities irdlicting choices under high cognitive
load. Participants were given a choice betweengmducts: an affectively positive but
unhealthy chocolate cake or a comparatively legaditve but healthier fruit salad.
When participants’ cognitive capacity was taxedhaying them memorize a 7-digit
number, their decision was driven by their impusidesire and they preferred the
chocolate cake over the fruit salad (see also @ib&2008). In related research,
Hofmann and Friese (2008) assessed cognitive gietatraint standards and implicit
attitudes towards a specific candy and gave ppants to taste the candy in an
ostensible taste test. While for sober participatits amount of consumed candy was
mainly predicted by their restraint standard, fatokicated participants, only the
implicit attitudes toward the candy predicted canption. Such a breakdown of self-

control in terms of dietary standards has also ledmced by cognitive load (Ward &
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Mann, 2000) and ego-depletion manipulations (Vohsi&atherton, 2000). Vohs and
Faber (2007) looked at the role of self-controlinmpulsive spending. Across three
experiments, the depletion of self-control resosirdgbrough tasks that required
attentional control, thought suppression, and ewnati modulation led to a higher

willingness to pay and actual overspending in sgbset buying situations.

These studies show that whether purchasing andiogst®n are determined by
impulsive factors hinges on the capacity to exeff-cntrol. The present findings
contribute to and extend this line of research. [&/hiplicating that impulsive
responding and purchasing is most likely when niecdpacity is constrained, they
identify the social context as an important souofethe content and elicitation of
impulses in a given situation. When under cognitivad, participants impulsively

longed for the better good that their neighbor had.

Future Directions

Several limitations to the current studies may mevhe first useful avenues for
future research. Admittedly, breadth and level etad of the measures assessing
participants’ emotional experience in the currandes were limited. This restriction
was intentional and is owed both to the procedreglirements of field experiments
and the cognitive load manipulation, as well ashi sensitive nature of envy, which
prompted me to leave participants — who believegbddicipate in a study on taste

preferences — uninformed about the true natureeékperiments.
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Nevertheless, | am confident that participants éadexperienced envy, and not
related emotions such as admiration or resentnsmieriment 1's self-report measures
show that participants’ affective response to avaathged other was clearly negative.
They were unhappy and angry, which is inconsisigith an affectively positive
emotion such as pure admiration. Furthermore, Inputh effort in the experiments to
ensure that the assignment procedure of the foads(albeit only seemingly in some
experiments) objectively fair — the foods were gssd randomly by the computer, and
accordingly not due to any action or characteristicthe experimental partner or
confederate. Hence, participants are unlikely teehizlt righteous resentment (R. H.
Smith & Kim, 2007). This also excludes the relatahstruct of relative deprivation
(e.g., Crosby, Muehrer, & Loewenstein, 1986; J.Qfson & Hazlewood, 1986) as an
explanation, which predicts negative emotional tieas in response to unequal
outcomes produced bynfair procedures or events. Finally, participants thdvese
perceived the term “envy” as descriptive for theimotional state in Experiments 1 and
2, and the degree to which they did mediated tHecefof the experimental

manipulations on Experiment 2’s indicator of desmethe superior product.

Notwithstanding, future research could elucidate #motional response of
participants in the present experimental paradignmbre detail. This would allow
investigating whether the pattern of high load ipgrénts’ emotional experience was
similar to the non-malicious or malicious envy epies described by some of Van de
Ven et al.’s (2009) participants, and explore tbheditions that lead to malicious ill will
in envy. Furthermore, more fine-grained measuraeghtrglarify how participants in the

low load condition experienced the situation emmdity. For example, they may have
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transformed their emotional response in a moretigesemotion, such as admiration. A
way to circumvent the procedural limitations poseg using cognitive load

manipulations simultaneously with the measuresntérest might be to manipulate
alcohol intoxication in the lab, or to use ego @dph manipulations (Baumeister et al.,

1998) to manipulate self-regulatory resources.

More generally, it would be interesting to examdieectly how people coped
with the envy-evoking situation and the timing #w@ft The present findings provide
only incomplete information with regard to this gtien. Participants did not express
discontent and envy when being sober or when asdigo the low cognitive load
conditions. Furthermore, these participants didsmaiw the behavioral consequences of
increased desire. Rather, there was tentative es@déor decreased desire. For the
reason that Experiment 4’s results were obtain@tguen indirect (and thus difficult to
control) measure of participants’ approach tendeaaard the envy-evoking good, it is
unlikely that low load participants merely used thsponse-focused emotion regulation
strategy of suppressing overt behavior. Insteadseiéms more likely that they
cognitively changed the meaning of the envy-evoksimation (for example the
meaning of the envy stimulus or of their relatiorthie neighbor). But were they able to
do so from the outset and prevented envy at alfjidrthey respond to their negative
experience? Physiological measures of emotionalsatp such as skin conductance
level, may provide a means to elucidate the coofsmvious responding and when and

how people deal with it.

Future research should also investigate more migcighe cognitive

consequences that are associated with perceividgsaed fortune in the hands of
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another person and how they result in an incredssite towards this fortune. A useful
framework may be provided by adopting the perspeabf social cognitive work on
automatic goal pursuit. A plethora of recent figindemonstrates that goals can be
activated and pursued even in the absence of iatt@htcapacity (Dijksterhuis,
Chartrand, & Aarts, 2007). Perceiving someone whsspsses something which we
desire and thus aim to acquire ourselves mightelea sis a situation that leads to the
activation of this goal. Several findings on thieigdtion and the cognitive mechanics of
automatic goal pursuit match this notion. For eximperceiving goal related behavior
of other persons can activate the goal in the pecgAarts, Gollwitzer, & Hassin,
2004). Also, physical objects related to goals aetivate their pursuit (Kay, Wheeler,
Bargh, & Ross, 2004). Furthermore, the automatalugtion of objects is sensitive to

their relevance for goal attainment (Ferguson &gBa2004).

Several new hypotheses may be derived from thispeetive. For example,
attentional processes might be an interesting pofntdeparture. Recent evidence
suggests that motivational states can adaptivate tihe attentional system so that
attention is involuntarily captured by motivatiolyatelevant environmental stimuli
(Fox, Russo, & Dutton, 2002; Maner, Gailliot, Roul& Miller, 2007; Moskowitz,
2002). In line with this notion, envy is often asged with the idea that attention is
caught by the desired object (e.g., Parrott, 2@@#&; also Introduction and Theoretical
Background section here). Part of this may alsadblected in the beliefs about the
“evil eye” of an envier (Foster, 1972). Thus, beamnaware of another person

possessing a desired object may result in “atteatiadhesion” to this object, which
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might be detected in experimental paradigms suctheslot probe visual cuing task

(MacLeod, Mathews, & Tata, 1986).

Motivational processes have also been shown toctaffesic perceptual
processes. For example, fluid deprivation and tttevated goal to drink have been
shown to increase size estimations of a glass eém@eltkamp, Aarts, & Custers,
2008; see also, Bruner & Goodman, 1947). Relatd8fcetis and Dunning (2006)
have demonstrated that people disambiguate andiperambiguous figures in terms of
their active goals, providing evidence for a fuoctl understanding of perception
(Bruner & Goodman, 1947). Thus, another predictibat can be derived from a
motivational perspective is that envy should affée visual perception of an envy-
evoking stimulus, leading to overestimations ofsige (a mechanism that may have
contributed to the higher willingness to pay in Exment 2 of the present research) and

an increased likelihood of detecting the envy abilg@ambiguous situations.

To analyze the cognitive underpinnings of envioesi® more closely, one
might also consider the distinction between wansogething and liking something.
Here, | have implicitly equated the two notions.wéwer, in their research on drug
addiction, Robinson and Berridge (1993, 2001) ariina¢ wanting and liking may in
fact represent distinct elements of motivation, trad they are based on different neural
structures. While liking refers to the hedonic diied of a stimulus (e.g., the
pleasurable or euphoric effects of a drug), wantafgrs to the incentive salience of it
and is more directly associated with approach-edlabehavior. While liking and
wanting may often converge, they may also be sefmia specific conditions (e.qg.,

after repeated drug use, wanting may persist inatheence of liking). Based on the
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arguments presented here, envy should be moregstragsociated with an increase in
wanting the envy-evoking object, and not necessaiith an increase in liking it. This
idea could be tested by using an implicit evaluatimeasure alongside with an

approach-avoidance task.

Finally, the research presented here might alsditpfoom applying an
individual differences perspective. People diffeseveral characteristics that are highly
relevant for the presented theoretical framewonk. &ample, some people are more
prone to be envious than others in general (R.mitt§ Parrott, Diener, Hoyle, & Kim,
1999). Furthermore, there is variation in the cégato exert self-control (e.g.,
Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004), as well awarking memory capacity, which
is related to the self-control of emotional expr@ssand experience (e.g., Schmeichel et
al., 2008). Incorporating these variables may erpaditional variance in how people
respond to the experimental manipulations usedvtdee envy in the current studies.
Individual differences may also help to discern ttmnsequences of the discrete
motivations that should foster self-regulation re tcase of envy. In parallel to the
findings of research on motivations to respond euthprejudice (Plant & Devine,
1998), internal motivations to control envy (suchtlae hedonic motivation to decrease
the associated negative affect) should result enithrapsychic reduction of envious
responding. In contrast, if people are predomiryantiotivated externally, i.e., by
normative considerations, they should mainly cdnpublic signs of envy. As it has
been argued that in some cultures envy has becam&e accepted emotion in recent
time (e.g., Matt, 2003), this question might alse &ddressed by a cross-cultural

approach.
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Applied Perspectives

The conditions that led to more envy and a sizataeease in willingness to pay
and purchase probability in the current experimenidicate that this particular
emotional process may play an important role irlugricing consumer behavior.
Modern consumer societies not only provide abundg@mortunities to compare own
possessions to those of (superior) other peoplealba offer nearly limitless occasions
to engage in consumption. Faber and Vohs (2004)eattgat the increased temporal or
physical proximity (Hoch & Loewenstein, 1991) ofnsmmers to desired products has
greatly augmented the importance of impulsive misamg of consumption in recent
times. For example, products have come closerdatimsumer by the widespread use
of direct marketing techniques, allowing peoplentake purchases without having to
wait or travel to a store. Technological changestrdoute to this tendency, making it

possible to buy virtually every product at the greéa button (Faber & Vohs, 2004).

Furthermore, many settings of consumer decisionsbeaassumed to lead to a
diminished mental capacity and thus to a constcaadglity to exert self-control. For
example, it has been argued that the number obroptnd thus choices that people can
and must make when selecting products has increaspdnentially over the last
decades posing steadily rising demands on theddmtental resources of consumers
(Vohs et al., 2008). Closely related, making dehive, effortful choices itself has been
shown to use up self regulatory resources (Vohal.et2008). Another reasonable
assumption is that time pressure is an importartbfan consumer decisions (e.g., Park,
lyer, & Smith, 1989). Thus, in many consumptiomaitons, a constrained capability to

exert self-control may be the rule rather thanekeeption.
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An interesting example in this context is the p®joby of auction situations.
Auctions are an extensively used selling method, atypical outcome is overbidding:
people give bids that are too high given the vaithe good (e.g., Delgado, Schotter,
Ozbay, & Phelps, 2008; Ku, Malhotra, & Murnigha®08). Economists often explain
this effect by referring to the notion of risk asi®n, according to which the bid is
influence by the motivation to influence the proitigb of the outcome. Another
explanation is the expected “joy of winning”. Hoveeythere is experimental evidence
that overbidding is related to the anticipationtioé unpleasant state associated with
losing the auction (Delgado et al., 2008). FurthemenKu et al. (2005) stress the role of
the escalation of commitment and rivalry in whatytltall “auction fever”. Their data
suggest that both variables can cause overbiddidgtizat this effect is mediated by
“competitive” arousal. In the light of the curreexperiments, one might argue that envy
is another (or partly overlapping) mechanism conting to overbidding. Situational
variables that should foster envious respondingpagsent in many auction situations.
Usually, both the (highly desired) object of thesttan and one (or more) competitors
are highly salient and in close proximity (albaitytheir symbolic representation in the
case of online auctions). Furthermore, many auctyges imply high time pressure
during their final stage. Thus, the mediating medtra of a bid that exceeds the
objective value of a good may be the envious ingtidsvards the competitor who has

the highest bid at this moment and thus is theuaiy possessor of the desired good.

In the light of the present findings, trying to poke envy might at first glance
seem a promising marketing strategy. If the defadhsequence of envy is an

intensified longing and striving for the object gquality in question then causing envy
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might increase the perceived desirability and im tamplify sales. In fact, marketers
often follow this strategy. For example, by showadyertisements depicting attractive
people who enjoy the superior products they sedmpagssess (Belk, 2008). According
to the provocative title of a brochure of the marige company Young & Rubicam
(2006; cited in Van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Piet@809) “All you need is envy’.
However, the current results show that this judgnepremature: Putting participants
in an envy-provoking situation only led to morersigpf heightened desire, when they
were deprived of their cognitive resources. Thusgmvtrying to evoke and capitalize on
envious impulses marketers would have to try tsamnly when people’s capacity to
exert self-control is constrained, a factor thaghmibe very difficult to control. What
should discourage them even more from trying tsal@re the potential “sour grapes”
and “sweet lemon” effects, which may lead to a éased desire for the product that is
marketed in a way to produce envy and to more faatien with the products that

people already own.

Sometimes, envy is even openly used as a markeéwvige, as evidenced by the
names of consumer products such as the “enV” mqibitsne series by LG, “Nvidia”
computer components, or the “Envy” perfume by Guttithese cases, the intention
probably is to make use of another way in whichyemight be important in marketing.
Products are often marketed with the (explicitraplicit) promise to provoke envy in
the social environment of their buyers. Here, tine ia to take advantage of the human
tendency to engage in conspicuous consumption évieldl899), which is the spending
on goods with the sole purpose to display onesrgufig and social status. The present

findings are less directly related to this phenoomerstill, one may speculate how self-
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control is related to conspicuous consumption. pitespect of being envied by others
might be something that people spontaneously fiey positive upon perceiving the
opportunity to gain an advantage and raise thaiatstatus. Irvine (2006) argues that
people have a desire to cause envy in others. ®mttier hand, social norms should
inhibit such a behavior, as argued by sociolog&tsexample is provided by anecdotal
evidence on the cultural instiiment of the fearbeing the target of “the evil eye”,

which is supposedly aimed at preventing the negatonsequences of envy (e.g.,
Douglas & Isherwood, 1979; Foster, 1972;). Themfarn second thought, people
might find the prospect of being envied less appgalConsequentially, they might be
particularly vulnerable to the propensity to engage&onspicuous consumption when

being deprived of mental resources.

The implications of the present theoretical arguts@md experimental findings
can also be viewed from another applied perspectest relevant for consumers
might be the question of which ways are best tagsthe detrimental effects of envy
when making judgments and decisions. Gross’ (19@8&msification of the ways of
emotion regulation offers a framework to answert thaestion. If avoiding the
potentially envy-involving situation is not an apti then people may try to alter it.
Specifically, people should ensure that they ate &bdevote the necessary resources to
keep envy from biasing them. For example, theyapolstpone a decision to gain more
time for deliberate thought. They might also tryus®e strategies that help them reduce
the amount of information and thus cognitive ovadoand the complexity of the
decision. When having enough cognitive resourcemtigpants of the present

experiments did not fall for envy’s tendency torgase the desire for the superior good
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of a neighbor (but note that there were some inidica of evaluative contrast effects).
As mentioned above, a possible explanation for éffisct is that they have resorted to
the means of cognitively changing the meaning tsxyibe to the envy-evoking object.
In the case of consumer decisions, a way to acasimilis may be to deliberately focus
on the costs of making a purchase, such as comgidether uses of the money, or to
think about negative aspects of the product andélgaitive consequences of purchasing
it (see also Faber & Vohs, 2004). Finally, providieey dispose of the necessary mental
resources, consumers have the option to use anss{focused emotion regulation
strategy such as suppressing the behavioral eft#cenvy. Future research should
elaborate the effectiveness and the specific camsegs of these envy-control

mechanisms in consumer situations.

Conclusion

The present findings help understand the intricacd envy and thus
demonstrate the usefulness of applying a sociahiteg approach to the investigation
of envious thoughts, feelings, and behavior. Thesequences of an envy-provoking
situation hinge on people’s mental capacity to w@nand alter their emotional
responding. Because envy is painful and norm-vitdatpeople can be expected to try
to control their overt as well as intrapsychic ewd reactions. In the light of the
multiple demands on people’s limited capacitiesyéner, in many situations they are
unlikely to prevail against their invidious impuls&hus, in order to avoid being
influenced by envy, people should steer clear fromportant decisions when they are

fatigued, under time pressure, or overloaded witbrmation. The present experiments
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contribute to the knowledge about when and how Emotnfluences economic
judgments and decisions. If uncontrolled, envy nead to objectively unjustifiable
overvaluations of products and options others e may thus fuel irrationality in

human decision making.
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Appendix

Stimuli used in the practice block of Experimerd dpproach-avoidance task:

Stimuli used in the target blocks of Experiment@proach-avoidance task:




